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FOREWORD 


The republication of this book almost thirty years after its first appear- 
ance is in itself a remarkable tribute to the continuing value of 
Thunberg's pioneering work in this field. It is also an event of no little 
importance in the world of theological scholarship as a whole, for the 
thinker to whom it is dedicated is a man of towering significance. 
Maximus the Confessor needs to be seen not only in the context of the 
Eastern Christian tradition but in the context of the whole of historic 
Christianity. He 15 one of the outstanding figures of the Orthodox East 
who expresses with unrivalled authority the full balance and integrity of 
Byzantine thought, a writer whose name deserves to stand beside the 
greatest representatives of the Christian West. 

When this book was in the process of being written, the theology of 
Maximus was much less known in the English-speaking world than it is 
today. The work of scholars such as John Meyendorff and Jaroslav 
Pelikan has done much to bring to public notice the crucial place of this 
thinker in the Eastern tradition, "the real Father of Byzantine theology," 
as Meyendorff calls him in his study Byzantine Theology (1974). It 1s 
significant that in the second volume of his history of the development of 
Christian doctrine, The Spirit of Eastern Christendom (600-1700), 
published that same year, Pelikan should devote the whole of his opening 
chapter to Maximus. That chapter marks something of a turning point. 

The same decade also saw the publication of a number of substantial 
studies in French by writers such as Garrigues, von Schónborn, Léthel, 
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and Riou, which have advanced our appreciation of the many dimen- 
sions of the Confessor's work. All this is gain, but much remains to be 
done. Thunberg's work, admirable alike for the precision of its analysis 
and the thoroughness of its historical investigation, remains an indis- 
pensible tool for anyone who wishes to come to grips with the thought of 
this great but still-neglected writer. 

For if it is true that Maximus is better known than he was, no one who 
cares about his work can feel that it has received the attention it deserves. 
This is at least in part due to the fact that it is not altogether easy of 
access. As Thunberg himself remarks, Maximus "loved clarity, and for 
that reason he always looked for distinct formulations. His definitions 
and aphorisms are admirable. But he also knew the complexities of 
Christian theological reflection. He often constructed his sentences like 
Chinese boxes which have to be opened slowly and with undisturbed 
attention, to reach the precious final truth he wanted to communicate to 
his readers." Although more of Maximus' work is now available in 
English, for instance in the Classics of Western Spirituality series and in 
the second volume of the ongoing English translation of The Philokalia, 
some of the most important texts remain tantalizingly inaccessible to 
the general reader. 

Those who come to know the theology of Maximus through this study 
of his anthropology will surely want to turn back to Thunberg's other, 
briefer work, Man and the Cosmos. This book has as its subtitle The 
Vision of Saint Maximus the Confessor. The key word here is vision. For 
as Thunberg points out, through all its complexity there is an extraordi- 
nary unity and coherence in the thought of this theologian. “His theology 
was not one of different entities . . . Maximus was aware of the dangers 
of fragmentation. His system of theology was in fact a spiritual vision." 
This is a vision at once universal and all-embracing, eschatological and 
ultimately transcendent. Yet at the same time it touches us at every point 
in our ordinary daily anxieties and achievements. As Thunberg remarks 
at the end of the same book, what is of capital importance for Maximus is 
*that through the vision which we achieve for ourselves through our 
practical efforts and our actual experiences," we can receive from God 
strength and encouragement, gifts which assure us that we are on our way 
towards the kingdom of eternity. 

It is fitting that the life of the scholar whose academic work began 
with this study of a Byzantine saint should have been in large part 
devoted, in a great variety of ways, to work for Christian unity in his own 
native Scandinavia, and that in the international sphere he should have 
made a particular contribution towards the progress of Lutheran/ 
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Catholic dialogue. The work of theological scholarship, when it is carried 
on with an appropriate degree of openness to others and fidelity to the 
tradition, has of itself vital ecumenical implications; and to study a 
writer such as Maximus is to come into contact with a person whose work 
will hardly leave one unchanged in this regard. 


A. M. ALLCHIN 


PREFACE TO 
IHE SECOND EDITION 


When I was invited to prepare a second edition of my doctoral thesis 
from 1965 on Saint Maximus the Confessor, for many years now not 
available, I realised immediately that it had to be revised due to the great 
amount of research devoted to Maximus in recent years. On the other 
hand, it was also obvious that this revision could not be but a very slight 
one. Otherwise, I should have had to rewrite the whole book. 

Still, the anthropology of Maximus, and a strictly theological one 
indeed, has not been treated extensively by any other scholar thus far, soI 
feel confident that a new edition of my work is not out of place. I have 
inserted references to new research; however, this does not mean that I 
have felt obliged to take all smaller studies into consideration. I have 
further regarded it a duty to refer to those critical editions of Maximus 
which have appeared since 1965. I have also noted—in my bibliography 
—what has been published in the way of translations into different 
languages in recent years (as far as I am aware of them). On both these 
fields, very valuable and studious work has been done by Maximus 
scholars of different nationalities. 

In this context it should be noted that generally the Migne text, on 
which I built my dissertation almost entirely (with the exception of the 
Centuries on Charity, where in the end I had access to A. Ceresa- 
Gastaldo's lifelong work on a very great number of manuscripts), seems 
to be fairly reliable. A necessary renumbering of the Quaestiones et 
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dubia, though, was undertaken by J. H. Declerck in his critical edition; I 
have taken notice of that in my footnotes. 

In 1985 Saint Vladimir's Seminary Press published a second book by 
me on Saint Maximus, entitled Man and the Cosmos: The Theological 
Vision of St. Maximus the Confessor. Twenty years had then passed since 
my first study, and I had had the opportunity of attending the first 
scholarly congress ever held on Maximus, in Fribourg, Switzerland, in 
1980. I had also been invited to lead a seminar on Maximus in the 
Benedictine monastery of La Pierre-Qui-Vire in middle France (where 
monks and nuns from a wide vicinity were invited to take part); on the 
preparations for that course I based my book. Both these occasions 
manifested the considerable interest in Saint Maximus as a most 
outstanding Christian theologian and spiritual master, interest which 
had come to the fore since I first wrote about him. Such a refreshing 
insight has also comforted me in trying to adjust my dissertation for a 
reading public which might not yet be acquainted with Maximus. — 

There are three persons whom I want to mention at the end of this 
preface. The first of them is the late professor Paul Eudokimov of the 
Saint Sergius Theological Academy in Paris, my first Orthodox mentor 
and adviser, who originally called my attentioin to Saint Maximus back 
in 1954. The second is the late professor Father John Meyendorff of Saint 
Vladimir’s Theological Seminary and Fordham University, who fur- 
thered my second book to print and took the initiative to recommend 
this revised version of my first book. Father John supported me amiably 
through the years, and though we never met physically, he remains in my 
memory as a very close friend; his regretted early departure from this 
world left a pain in me as in so many others. The third person I want to 
mention is my very old friend Father A. M. Allchin, doctor and professor 
h.c. He revised the English of my dissertation and wrote the foreword to 
the second book. (He has checked my English through the years in 
different contexts.) Father Donald, an outstanding representative of 
ecumenical Anglicanism, has conceded to write another foreword to this 
revised version of Microcosm and Mediator. | 

A. note of gratitude thus predominates when the difficult work of a 
“slight” revision is now brought to an end. 


Ebeltof, Denmark, in the season of Trinity 1993 


Lars Thunberg 


Introduction 


1. Life of the Saint 


Maximus the Confessor, or as he is sometimes called Maximus of 
Chrysopolis, was born around А.р. 580 in Constantinople and died a 
martyr’s death in exile in Lazica on the south-east shore of the Black Sea 
in 662. Between these two dates there lies a life, engaged in imperial 
service, the pursuit of the monastic life and Church politics, equally full 
both of deep theological penetration and dramatic events. For our 
particular purpose in this thesis it is obvious that all the details of 
Maximus’ biography are not of the same interest. We shall then only 
describe the general development of the Saint’s life in a brief summary. 
According to his ancient biographer, an unknown admirer, evidently 
of a date only slightly later than that of his subject,! Maximus was of 
noble descent and enjoyed a devout home life.” According to the same 
biographer he received a very good education, to which he devoted 
himself with deep interest and zeal, specifically engaging in the study of 
philosophy.’ At this point, at least, all readers of Maximus will testify to 
the accuracy of his biographer, since the writings of the Saint show that 
his rhetorical and philosophical education must have been at the very 
highest level of his times.‘ According to the biography, however, his 


! See R. DEVREESSE, La vie de S. Maxime le Confesseur et ses recensions, AB 46 (1928), 
p. 44, which dates the first redaction of this Vita at about the time of the VIth ecumenical 
council (680-81). 

? PG 90, 69 A. This biography, Vita ac certamen, which, although partly mutilated, was 
printed already by Сомвеет in his edition and reprinted by MIGNE (PG 90, 68 А-109 B), is 
in fact, as DEVREESSE, art. cit, pp. 5-49, has shown, based to a great extent on other 
documents belonging to the Acta. In addition it contains details about Maximus' youth and 
earlier years which cannot be confirmed by other documents and which are at such a 
distance from the biographer, that their source value must not be taken for granted. 

> PG 90, 69 С. 

* On Ше basis of contemporary research P. SHERWOOD has pointed out that when the 
biographer says, that Maximus received the eyxixAvos maíóevaus, this would mean, that his 


.training lasted from about his sixth or seventh year till his twenty-first, and contained 


grammar, classical literature, rhetoric and philosophy (including arithmetic, music, geome- 
try, astronomy, logic, ethics, dogmatics and metaphysics), and also that it must have 
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progress in virtue was as admirable as his philosophical understanding, 
and his good reputation in different respects finally attracted the atten- 
tion of the Emperor Heraclius, who made him his first secretary. 
After a comparatively short time, however, Maximus left the palace 
and entered a monastery in Chrysopolis on the Asian shore just opposite 
Constantinople. There his zeal for an ascetic life was highly rewarded 
and aroused new admiration among his fellow monks.' This must have 
taken place about 613— 14. This date is of importance for the question 
of his motivation for leaving the court and becoming a monk. For if this 
date is correct —and the scholars seem to be in agreement on it, at 
present—it can hardly be correct that Maximus decided to enter the 
monastery on account of the growth of monothelitism, the motivation 
suggested by the biographer Even if monothelitism—in the form of 
monenergism — may be traced back as far as before 619," it cannot have 
had any important impact by the time Maximus became a monk, 
according to our chronology. Thus, if this dating is correct, Maximus 
must have had another motivation. In fact his biographer indicates it, as 





included his first contact with Aristotle and the Neo-Platonists (through the commentaries 
of Proclus and Iamblichus) See SHERWOOD, Notes on Maximus the Confessor, Amer. 
Benedictine Review I (1950), p. 347 f. and IDEM, An Annotated Date-list of the Works of 
Maximus the Confessor, (SA 30) Rome 1952, p. 1 f. This influence is reflected throughout 
Maximus' writings. 

5 PG 90, 72 А. 

6 PG 90, 72 C. The biographer goes on to tell us, that Maximus was very gifted in 
realizing the demands of the situation, able to give good advice and well prepared to express 
his opinion without delay. Thus both the emperor and the court rejoiced in his presence 
and were deeply impressed by the man. 

1 PG 90, 72 D-73 A. The biographer tells that he maltreated his body, not only 
through fasting and other exercises, but also by standing upright in prayer all the night 
through. 

в An older chronology, constructed by E. MonTMASSON (La Chronologie de la vie de 
Saint Maxime le Confesseur, EO 13 (1910), pp. 149-54) placed his entry into the 
monastery as late as 630, but was convincingly refuted by V. GRUMEL, (Notes d'histoire et 
de chronologie sur la vie de Saint Maxime le Confesseur, EO 26 (1927), pp. 24-32). The 
latter has established that Relatio motionis, one of the Acta, included in the first Migne 
volume, written by Maximus' disciple Anastasius and presenting the narrative of Maximus' 
first trial before the tribunal of the imperial palace (see for this source also DEVREESSE, AB 
46, 1928, p. 8), shows that the disciple Anastasius at this time, in 655, had been with his 
master for 37 years, i.e. since 618. If we allow for some time in the monastery before 
Maximus was joined by his disciple, we thus arrive at about 613-14 (PG 90, 128 C and 
GRUMEL, art. cit, p. 25). This has been accepted by later scholars. Cf. H. URS von 
BALTHASAR, Kosmische Liturgie', Maximus der Bekenner: Hohe und Krisis des griechischen 

Weltbildes, Freiburg i. Br. 1941, p. 35 f. and n. 48, and e.g. SHERWOOD, Amer. Ben. Rev. 1 
(1950), p. 349. 

? PG 90, 72 C: monothelite doctrine distorted the Church. 

0 Cf. M. Лкив, art. Monothélisme, DTC 10: 2, Paris 1929, col. 2316. 
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Sherwood has pointed out.'' He had been longing for a life of fovyia.” 
We may conclude that there may have been circumstances in Constantin- 
ople which strengthened this inclination, though there seems to have 
been no change in his good relations with the court, as is clearly shown by 
his frequent and very friendly letters to John the Chamberlain. 

| In this context it would also seem to be of some importance that the 
biographer, in describing Maximus’ life in the monastery, does not at all 
stress his supposed fight against heresy, but rather his remarkable 
advancement in ascetic practices and his devotional life.” In the biogra- 
phy this leads up to an account of how his fellow monks, deeply 
impressed by his religious zeal, ardently tried to make him their 
hegoumen and finally succeeded in persuading him to accept charge over 
them, though with some reservations on his part. This story seems 
however to be inaccurate.!^ 

One of the reasons for being sceptical in relation to the biographer's 
note about Maximus' hegoumenate is the fact that —to judge from other 
evidence— we find that this period of his life must have contained an 
outstanding literary activity, which such an administrative, or at least 
pastoral, charge in his own monastery, would hardly have permitted; 
though, on the other hand, it must be said that he shows in his writing a 
considerable insight into the pastoral problems of a monastic commu- 
nity. 

How long he stayed in his monastery we do not exactly know, nor 
whether he moved from his first monastery to another. Here it may 
therefore be sufficient to point out that we find him at least in 632 in 
Africa (Carthage) as a final result of his forced departure from his 

!! SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 2. 

2 SHERWOOD, Amer. Ben. Rev. I (1950), р. 348, has given the expression каб jovyiav 
a somewhat too definite interpretation in translating it “the Hesychast life” and comment- 
ing upon it, that although this may seem to “crystallize into a doctrine what was as yet only 
a tendency”, to speak of the “solitary” or monastic life would miss all the overtones, (n. 10). 
He has later—perhaps—modified his statement by writing “life of solitude (the hesychast 
life)”, An Annotated Date-list, p. 2. 

3 PG 90, 72 D-73 A. 

4 Asa whole it is very doubtful, whether Maximus ever held any office or was other 
than an ordinary, if venerable monk. The other tradition may be a fruit of pious 
imagination, built on the fact that Maximus is known to have been called “abbas” 
Maximus. GRUMEL, EO 26 (1927), p. 32 has pointed out that in many instances Maximus is 
presented simply as a monk; so in Pyrrh: ебЛлаВеотатов povayds (PG 91, 288 A); among the 
37 signatures of a petition that the acts of the Lateran council be available in Greek: 
Maximus monachus (at the age of about 70); in the Acta of Maximus, in relation to his being 
brought to Rhegion (PG 90, 160 C); in the inscription of most of his works. Von BALTHASAR, 


on his part, has been so convinced by this argumentation, that—already in KL'—he 
simply states: “Abt ist er nicht gewesen" (p. 36). 


4 Introduction 


monastery on account of the invasions of the Persians, who in 626 had 
reached Constantinople. He may have arrived there some time earlier. 
The part of his curriculum which covers the years 626-32 15 rather 
difficult to reconstruct, but Sherwood may be right in assuming, that 
Maximus stayed for a time in Crete and perhaps even in Cyprus.'5 In 
Carthage he probably stayed in a monastery called Euchratas which had 
as its abbot Sophronius, who in 634 was elected patriarch of Jerusalem 
and was the first to fight the monothelite heresy." Maximus seems to 
have dwelt with Sophronius in this monastery for some time, before the 
latter left for Alexandria to participate in the discussions which took 
place there on the Tome of Union in 633." 

From about 634? Maximus himself was, however, deeply involved in 


5 Concerning the time of Maximus’ establishment in Africa MONTMASSON, EO 13 
(1910), p. 153 had the impression that he left his convent temporarily for Alexandria in 633 
and definitely for Africa in 640. GRUMEL, EO 26 (1927), pp. 24-32, is not quite sure about 
the date but thinks about 633. The question was, however, definitely settled by DEVREESSE, 
(La fin inédite d'une lettre de Saint Maxime: Un baptême forcé des Juifs et des Samaritains 
à Carthage en 632, RSRUS 17 (1937), pp. 25-35) who published the unedited final 
paragraphs of Maximus' Ep 8, from which he was able to conclude that Maximus was 
referring to the forced baptism of Jews and Samaritans which took place at Pentecost 632in 
Africa as a result of a decision by emperor Heraclius, and thus to prove that Maximus must 
have been in Africa at least by that time. For the invasion of the Persians as the reason of his 
flight from the monastery, see the arguments put forward by GRUMEL, arf. cit., p. 26; cf. 
Ірем, Maxime le Confesseur, DTC 10: 1, Paris 1928, col. 449, and DEVREESSE, art. cit., p. 
32, n. 1. The information given by the ancient biographer, that Maximus left his monastery 
for Africa for the same reason, for which he had entered it: monothelitism, does not deserve 
serious consideration (PG 90, 76 A). The Saint himself indicates another situation in his 
letters 28, 29 and 31 to bishop John of Cyzicus (?). (See PG 91, 620-621, 621—624 and 
624—625 and for the question of their correspondent SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 
27.) 

16 In ThPol 3; PG 91, 49 C Maximus tells us that once he had had a dispute with 
Severian bishops in Crete, and a stop in Cyprus might be inferred from the correspondence 
which the Saint had with the Cypriot Marinus, see SHERwooD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 5. 

7 SHERWOOD has established with considerable evidence this early relationship with 
Sophronius and seems to have shown that the absence of Sophronius, who had gone to take 
part in the affair of the Pact of Union in Alexandria, is the reason for Maximus’ renewed 
interest in being brought back to his former monastery, expressed in Ep 8 (PG 91, 440 
C-445 B), which is, then, not addressed to Sophronius but to John of Cyzicus, as two 
manuscripts seem to indicate. See SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 28 ff. Von 
BALTHASAR, КТ2, p. 67 f., takes a somewhat unclear position on this matter, when he accepts 
the general position of SHERWOOD but—without comment— preserves the traditional idea 
of Ep 8 as being addressed to Sophronius. On a possible Palestinian provenience, see S. 
Brock, An Early Syriac Life of Maximus Confessor, AB 91 (1973), pp. 299—346. See also 7. 
STARR, St. Maximos and the Forced Baptism at Carthage in 632, BNJ 16(1940), pp. 
192-196. On Sophronius, see Chr. von SCHONBORN, Sophrone de Jérusalem, Paris 1972. 

18 See Mansi, XI, coll. 564—568; cf. С. J. HEFELE, Conciliengeschichte 3, Freiburg i Br. 
1858, p. 126 ff. 

19 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 71. 
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the monothelite controversies, and the rest of his life was to be entirely 
shaped by the clarity and rigidity of his dyothelite position. As his 
theological importance in this field and the development of his thinking 
in regard to monothelitism will be treated to some extent in the second 
section of this introductory chapter, it may, at this particular stage of our 
presentation, be sufficient just to sketch in the main facts of this 
involvement and the most important events of his life which resulted 
from it. 
| Maximus must have stayed in Africa as a monk for quite a long time. 
We have no indications to suggest that he left his monastery there for 
some years. He had good and close relations with the imperial governors 
of Africa, such as Peter the Illustrious and George, covering the time 
from about 634? to about 642/3.?! 
| The Emperor Heraclius had died in 641, and his successor Constans 
tried to settle the monothelite controversy by editing a Typos, written by 
the patriarch of Constantinople, Paul II, in 647;? but before that in 645 
Maxtmus—probably in Carthage—held his successful dispute with 
Pyrrhus, the predecessor of Paul, who was then in exile. This dispute 
resulted in Pyrrhus' return to orthodoxy and his recognition as patriarch 
by the Roman See, although Pyrrhus already in 646 again changed his 
mind.” From the Relatio motionis we also know that Maximus was in 
Rome in 646 together with Pyrrhus.” Another result of the dispute may 
have been the fact that several African councils in the summer of 646 
took their standpoint against monothelitism. The imperial Typos 
however, changed the situation definitely. The policy of Constantinople 
had become, more clearly than before, not only unfavourable but 
dangerous to Maximus’ position. On the side of Rome he had now to 
fight for orthodoxy, as he saw it. 
Maximus stayed in Rome. Pope Theodore excommunicated Pyrrhus 


А Ер 13, РС 91, 509 В-533 А; cf. SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 39 f. 
According to SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 52 the excerpts of a letter to Peter, given in ThPol 
12;PG 91, 141 A-146A, can be dated to 643/4 and the letter itself to 642/3; while e.g. in a 
сие to udi saa oer from the winter of 642, Ep 44; PG 91, 641 D-648 С 
aximus deplores the recent departure from Africa of its b ; of. 
SHERWOOD, ronde Its beloved eparch George; cf. 
For this date, see W. M. Ретг, Martin I. und Maximus Conf H 
412; and DEVREESSE, АВ 46 (1928), p. 44. ОИ Е 
See PEITZ, art. cit., p. 213 Е. Von BALTHASAR, KL? i 
: я : i , ‚р. 71 agrees that Ше dispute took 
place in Carthage. SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 18, n. 81, however, анас 
that, although this is true, to take the interlocutors of Maximus in Relatio motionis (PG 90, 
120 C) literally, one would have to assume that their discussions took place in Rome as well. 
PG 90, 112 C; cf. SHERWooD, op. cit., p. 18. 
? See Mansi, X, col. 761/2 ff. and Perrz, art. cit., p. 215 f. 
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when he changed his mind again, but in Constantinople the latter was 
later (in 652) reintroduced as patriarch. The complete break between 
Rome and Constantinople was a fact.” 

The new pope, Martin I, went even further than Theodore and, 
inspired by Maximus, called a Lateran Council together in 649, at which 
Maximus was probably present as a simple monk and an old man.” This 
council condemned the monothelite heresy, and punishment was prom- 
ised to those adhering to it. The decisions were sent around the whole 
Christian world. The emperor Constans reacted at once, but the exarch, 
who had been sent to Rome, joined the papal party, and so the Pope (and 
probably Maximus) was not arrested until 653. They were both brought 
to Constantinople, where the trial of the Pope took place in 654. The 
latter was sent in exile to Cherson in 655, and died in September of the 
same year.” 

The trial of Maximus—together with his disciple Anastasius— 
however, did not take place until May 655. The exact date of his arrival in 
Constantinople is thus not quite clear.” It seems even, as though the 
authorities had tried to fix political crimes upon him rather than 
heresies?! —an attitude quite in line with the imperial attempt to favour 
“watery unions”. These efforts failed completely; as did efforts to present 
Maximus’ refusal to communicate with the See of Constantinople on 
account of the Typos as a decisive crime, for which he ought to repent. 
Maximus was sent for a temporary exile to Bizya in Thrace.» A new 
attempt to persuade him to a more conciliatory attitude was made as 
early as 656, at Bizya itself, by a court bishop, Theodosius, who had been 
sent by Peter, the new patriarch of Constantinople. But Maximus did not 
change his mind.” On the 8th of September (according to the Acta) 
Maximus was called to the monastery of St. Theodore at Rhegion, where 
he was again tempted to surrender to the will of the Emperor, but 





26 Cf. DEVREESSE, AB 46 (1928), p. 17. 

27 Mansi, X, col. 910. On the Synod, see R. RIEDINGER, Die Latheransynode ... , in 
HEINZER-SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor... , рр. 111-121. 

28 Mansi, X, coll. 863-1170; cf. Perrz, art. cit., p. 220 f. 

3 See Perrz, art. cit., p. 225 f. and DEVREESSE, art. cit., p. 23, n. 1. On the theological 
implications of this whole process of conflict, see LéruHEL, Théologie de l'agonie du 
Christ . . . , pp. 103-121. 

3! See Реп, art. cit., p. 226 ff. 

31 Cf. L. BREHIER in A. FLICHE & V. Martin (ed.), Histoire de І 'Église 5, Paris 1938, p. 
173 (cf. p. 171). 

2 The trial is related in Relatio motionis (PG 90, 109 С-129 C) and shows indirectly 
not only the firmness of Maximus' convictions but also his influence and position. For the 
content and tradition of this account, see also DEVREESSE, art. cit. pp. 21-33. 

3 This dispute is related in the second tome of the Acta (PG 90, 136 D-172 B). 
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refused.** He was then sent into exile a second time to another place i 
Thrace, Perberis, where he remained for six years.” i i 

Accompanied by Anastasius the apocrisiarios and Anastasius the 
monk, Maximus was, however, brought back to Constantinople in 662 
where a council was held. There he and his disciples were anathematised 
and condemned to a new exile. The council was now clearly monoth- 
elite." The tongues and the right hands of the condemned were probabl 
amputated and they were sent to Lazica on the south east shore of the 
Black Sea, where Maximus broken by ill treatment and age, died on the 
13th of August of the same year (662). His victory was soon to be won but 
he himself could no longer take part in it.** 


2. Maximus’ historical and theological importance 


T he general evaluation of Maximus’ contribution to the history of 
Christian thinking has to a very great extent followed the intentions of 
the Vita: Maximus is seen as the defender of the Chalcedonian faith in 
relation to the problem of the wills of Christ, laying the foundations of 
the decisions of the sixth ecumenical council (680). He is the classical 
enemy of monothelitism. Even in modern patristic presentations this 
generalizing picture has not quite disappeared. 


а PG 90, 160 D ff.; cf. DEVREESSE, art. cit., p. 35 f. 
= xe ЕЕ ср, m iud Date-list, p. 21 f. 
e procedure o s council, see the fragment publi 1 

13—10, and the account of Macarius to be read in ма XI. ат Pa ix ри 

Е Бад p pecie SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 22. 

eath of the Saint is related in the letter by Anastasius the apocrisiarios to the 

(1935), p. TR (PG 90, 174 AB) and in the Hypomnesticon 5, DevREESSE, AB 53 
l An evaluation of Maximus based mainly on his fight for dyothelitism i j 
in older works of patristic theology or Ancient СИЕ Кресна A jac при 
BARDENHEWER, Geschichte der altkirchlichen Literatur 5, Freiburg-i.-Br., 1932, we read the 
following words: Er hat sein ganzes Konnen, glanzende Geistesgaben und unverwüstliche 
Ausdauer und schliesslich auch sein Leben dem Dyotheletismus geweiht" (p. 28). Another 
manner of understanding Maximus in relation to his controversy with the monothelites is 
expressed in Harnack's idea, that for the sake of scholasticism Maximus did not want to 
abandon the complicated formulas about the two natures and the two wills in the one 
Person, into the depths of which he had penetrated (A. HARNACK, Dogmengeschichte 24 
Tübingen 1909, p. 431). It may also be added that R. SEEBERG, when stating in Lehrbuch der 
Dogmengeschichte 2, Erlangen-Leipzig 1923, p. 295, that Maximus has a Christology which 
is close to that of the Antiochenes and thus is of a particular importance, bases his opinion 
almost entirely on Disp. c. Pyrrh., a first hand document from the monothelite controversy 

On the other hand, this tendency in older patristic literature does not, of course, 
exclude a wider evaluation. A good example of this is to be found in E. PREUSCHEN—O. 
KRUGER, Handbuch der Kirchengeschichte Г, Tübingen 1923, where Maximus is treated 
under the headline “Dyotheletische Schriftsteller" but where we also learn that the 
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ee ЕБЕ 
Confessor enriched Christian exegesis and ascetics and widely influenced the theology and 
mysticism of a later time (p. 249). Far more interesting, however, is the article by J. A. 
WAGENMANN (finished after his death by SEEBERG), Maximus Konfessor, RE 12, Leipzig 
1903, p. 470, where Maximus is characterized by e.g. the following words: “einer der 
achtungswirdigsten und gréssten christlichen Denker und Dulder aller Zeiten”, though 
JoHN CHAPMAN, Maximus of Constantinople, CE 10, London-New York 1911, p. 78 15 
probably more representative of the older evaluation of Maximus, when expressed in its 
most generous way. Chapman summarizes: “. . . one of the chief names in the Monothelite 
controversy, one of the chief doctors of the theology of the Incarnation and of ascetic 
mysticism, and remarkable as a witness to the respect for the papacy held by the Greek 
Church in his day.” From the articles, now mentioned, we may conclude that in older 
patristic literature Maximus is evaluated mainly from what were at that time regarded as 
three well-established facts: Maximus’ contribution to Christological theology is best 
expressed in his dyothelite writings, while his scholies to Ps.-Denis show his interpretation 
of mystical theology, and his ascetic contributions are mainly to be drawn from the 
Centuries. (To these three the Roman Catholics added Maximus’ relation to the Pope in 
Rome.) All these three “established facts” have, however, been seriously affected by later 
research (see the last section of this chapter), while at the same time more detailed studies 
of other works of the Confessor have shown the far wider range of his importance and 
position. This has, of course, also influenced the general opinions, expressed in modern 
patristic surveys. 

Above all, a change of accent takes place. We note it clearly even in the careful 
formulations of H.-G. Beck in RGG?, 4, Tübingen 1960, col. 814, where we read Ша! 
Maximus is one of the most important Byzantine theologians, and this importance refers 
equally to the fate of Monothelitism, to exegesis and to the development of ascetic 
mysticism. 

The title of J. Hemryes’ introductory article in StC 11 (1935), pp. 175-200: “Een 
onbekende leeraar van ascese en mystiek: Sint Maximus Confessor” is characteristic of the 
situation at this time. The attitude to the Saint, which was here presented, was felt as 
something revolutionary and new. Thus, it is hardly surprising that a somewhat polemical 
tone may be recognized in the statements of K. Friz, Maximus Confessor, EvKL 2, 
Göttingen 1958, col. 1275, where we learn that Maximus’ primary importance does not lie 
in the field of the monothelite controversy but in the “Fruchtbarmachung der Lehre von der 
Vergottung des Kosmos in Mystik und Liturgie” (with a reference to the 5th ed. of 
Harnack’s Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, p. 450 ff. This new evaluation is also 
presented in K. BiHLMEYER—H. TUCHLE, Kirchengeschichte 19, Paderborn 1958, p. 432, 
where Maximus is characterized as a scholar, a dialectician and a mystic, to some extent the 
creator of a dogmatically founded Byzantine mysticism and a forerunner of the later 
scholastics of the Middle Ages. And in LTbK? 7, Freiburg 1962, A. CERESA-GASTALDO, who 
is an expert on the manuscript tradition of Maximus' works, expresses the conviction Ша! 
the Confessor is the most important Greek theologian of the 7th century, without laying 
any particular stress on his struggle with monothelitism. 

To underline this change in the scholarly evaluation of Maximus is, however, not to say 
that a complete revolution had taken place. GRUMEL’s studies in monothelitism (Recherches 
sur l'histoire du monothélisme, EO 27, 1928-29, 1930) pointed to the problems of a 
doctrinal development in the works of Maximus, and VON BALTHASAR'S discussion of the 
reasons behind this development still show a certain tendency to regard the problem of 
monothelitism as a necessary point of entrance into the complexity of Maximus' theology. 
Though we are not going to deny this absolutely, we think nonetheless that the fact, that this 
is as it were taken for granted by many scholars, shows the continued influence of the older 
evaluation. B. ALTANER, in his Patrologie (5th revised edition), is a good example of this 
tendency; he characterizes Maximus as the most outstanding Greek theologian of the 7th 
Century and the scholarly refuter of monothelitism. Maximus' works also reveal him as a 
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In our presentation, the fact of this particular position of Maximus 
will, of course, not be underestimated, but it is our intention to add fur- 
ther evidence to support the conviction that other aspects of Maximus' 
theology and contribution—or better the wider context of his thinking— 
have been somewhat overshadowed by this concentration of attention on 
his dispute with monothelitism. It is rather in virtue of his work of syn- 
thesizing and correcting the teaching of the earlier theological tradition 
that he was capable of establishing the orthodox solution of the monothe- 
lite question which was not officially proclaimed until after his death. 

Related to our basic attitude there is, however, also a certain 
scepticism about all attempts to demonstrate any change of a profound 
Or revolutionary character in Maximus' theology. In our conviction 
Maximus' theology reveals rather a natural and logical development on 
the basis of a general Chalcedonian conviction, which is never seriously 
doubted or shaken. Our intention is thus, among other things, to make 
clear that this is no less true in relation to the monothelite propositions 
however indifferent or uncertain Maximus may seem to have been about 
them in the first instance. 

Such a statement involves a certain criticism of positions taken by 
scholars like Grumel and von Balthasar (in KL!), who have elaborated 
various theories of a crisis or readjustment on the part of Maximus. For 
our purpose in this introduction it may perhaps be sufficient to indicate 
the main lines of their discussions, since the solution of this problem 
affects our general picture of the theological significance and personality 
of the Confessor. 

First of all, V. Grumel? has correctly shown, that Maximus in his first 
known reactions to monothelitism (or better: at that time monenergism), 
i.e. in his Letter to Pyrrhus," seems to be favourable to the later heretic 
and at least refuses to take a firm standpoint for or against one or two 
energies in Christ. But he has also shown that this was to some extent true 
even of Sophronius— monk and patriarch, later regarded as the first 
promotor of dyothelitism—in his synodal letter of 634, because both 
seem to respect the Psephos of Sergius, patriarch of Constantinople, 
forbidding any mentioning of one or two wills.” 


penetrating dogmatician and a deep-sighted mystic, who also devoted his time to exegetical 
and liturgical questions. He underlines that Maximus’ struggle did not concern 
monothelitism until after 642, but it seems to be presupposed, that Maximus’ theological 
пор пад us ада саня іп the fight against this doctrine (see p. 484). 
ee esp. his third article on the history of monothelitism i - 
Ne Coes Е y elitism in EO 28 (1929), pp. 19-34. 
* See the summarizing statement in GRUMEL, art. cit., p. 34. 
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So far there is in itself no problem. But Grumel also underlines the 
fact that in Maximus' letter the human will is completely left in the 
background, and that he speaks only of the divine will in this connection. 
For it is to him the divine will which is predominant, and—to him as to 
Sophronius— it is a moral oneness which should be professed. Thus in 
this connection one gets the impression that the existence of two wills in 
Christ is not yet of any interest to Maximus, and that he is not yet clear 
about his own position in regard to monothelitism. This at least is a 
conclusion which has been drawn by some scholars, based on the results 
of Grumel’s work.” 

But against this tendency to mark a difference of weight and interest 
in Maximus’ theology between an earlier and a later time it should be 
argued, that the two wills of Christ in fact played a far more important 
role already in Maximus’ earlier writings (such as e.g. Ep 2), though they 
are in a way regarded as self-evident. Put in the wider context of his 
general theology of man’s sanctification and deification Maximus’ view 
on this point can be made clear already from the beginning. It is his 
terminology which is later more clearly defined and not his theology. The 
stress which Grumel puts on the hesitation of Maximus before entering 
the discussion, has undoubtedly, to some extent, coloured the general 
picture of Maximus’ position in later writing.” 

This is remarkable, and it remains one of the aims of this study to 
show—as Sherwood has to some extent already done—that there is a 
very considerable degree of consistency in Maximus’ theology from the 


43 So HEINTIES, art. cit., p. 177, where it is said that Maximus around 633-34 is not yet 
quite involved in the matter of dispute. He was said to have given a vague answer to the 
questions of Pyrrhus, and not until 640 to have found his clear direction, and only then to 
have broken entirely with Pyrrhus. Besides, GRUMEL, DTC 10: 1, col. 449, has himself to 
some extent confirmed this impression in his article on Maximus, since he underlines that 
Maximus in his letter to Pyrrhus praises Sergius the patriarch, and adds that this shows that 
Maximus had not yet entered the fight against the new doctrine. Until 640—41 he thus fights 
only against monophysitism (col. 449). 

“ Already E. Caspar, Die Lateransynode von 649, ZKG 51 (1932), р. 102, n. 61, 
however criticized Grumel's tendency—in relation to Honorius this time—to minimize 
the crucial character of the positions taken already at an early stage of the debate, and he 
also showed, that Maximus’ decisive distinction between ёуёруєих and Ербрупца in this 
context may be traced back through his writings, and is at least anticipated in his letter to 
Pyrrhus, see art. cit., p. 96, n. 49. Cf. too SHERWOOD, in ACW, who also criticizes Grumel’s 
position and says that the later Ambigua and the letter to Pyrrhus, which are both not much 
later than the year 634, are the first clear indications of Maximus’ non-acceptance of 
monenergism (p. 14 f.), while ThPol 20 (by 640) is the first datable antimonothelite 
document by Maximus—and not the letter to Peter about Pyrrhus from 643, as Grumel 
had suggested (p. 21). Sherwood underlines at the same time the very close connection—in 
the theology both of the epoch and of Maximus—between dogmatic and ascetic view- 
points. 
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first ascetic writings onwards, even though Maximus develops his 
terminology and concentrates his attention on the problem of the will in 
the course of the Christological dispute, in which he plays such an 
important róle. 

H. Urs von Balthasar brought up the problem of a possible crisis in 
the life and thinking of Maximus in relation to his study of the two so 
called Gnostic Centuries, which he proved to be correctly attributed to 
Maximus.” According to von Balthasar, in the first part of his monastic 
life Maximus underwent such a strong Origenistic influence, reflected in 
the Centuries, that we must speak of a crisis. Against this hypothesis 
Sherwood has provided the strongest argument by showing that already 
the earlier Ambigua, which he dates to about 634, but which he thinks 
were conceived earlier during Maximus' stay at Cyzicus, contain a very 
strong and conscious refutation of Origenism." This gives him the 
courage to conclude, that the first ten sentences of the Gnostic centuries, 
which even von Balthasar characterizes as ,Gegenmotive’ to the rest of 
the work, are to be regarded as a summary of Maximus’ position against 
Origenism and at the same time as giving the framework, in which the 
rest, with all its reminiscences of Evagrius and Origen, is meant to be 
understood.‘ Here Sherwood has in fact led the way to a new evaluation, 
and it is our intention to continue on this line. It should be noted, 
further, that von Balthasar himself, in the second edition of his 
Kosmische Liturgie, has accepted Sherwood's position—though some- 
what minimizing the change, which it implies—and allowed the idea of a 
crisis to disappear in the development of Maximus' life and thinking. 
Maximus' history can, in fact, hardly be dramatized in this way. 

On the contrary, it may be one of the correct tendencies of the Vita, 
that it knows of no theological changes in Maximus' position. In fact, the 
Saint seems to have had his line of thought very clearly fixed from the 
beginning. This fact is perhaps not so astonishing, if we remember that he 
had an outstanding synthesizing faculty, and—above all—that he 
shared the viewpoint of most of the Fathers, that their primary duty was 
not one of creating original theological systems but of reproducing and 


45 See von BALTHASAR, Die 'Gnostischen Centurien’ des Maximus Confessor, Freiburg i. 
Br. 1941, after revision reprinted in Kosmische Liturgie?, Finsiedeln 1961, pp. 482-643. 
5 The idea is very sharply put forward in the first edition of voN BALTHASAR’s book 
Kosmische Liturgie, Freiburg-München 1941, esp. pp. 27—35, but also indirectly p. 35 ff. 
J. GARRIGUES has later discussed this whole problem and tried to divide Maximus' life into 
different, precise periods; see Maxime Le Confesseur . . . , Paris 1976, pp. 35-75. 
s M See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua of St. Maximus the Confessor (SA 36), Rome 
** See SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 3 f. and 35, and in ACW, p. 8 f. 
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manifesting the faith and convictions of their predecessors, i.e. of the 
tradition of the Church. 


3. Other research and the purpose of the thesis 


Scholarly works devoted to the theology and position of Maximus the 
Confessor can be divided into different categories and different epochs. 
For the background of this thesis, a chronological distinction seems, 
however, to be most relevant, even though it may leave certain studies, 
devoted to technical or other problems of different kinds, out of focus. 
Our main attention is given to the development of a theological evalua- 
tion of the work of Maximus, while problems related to e.g. text criticism 
or Maximus' direct or indirect influence in later times are of interest only 
in so far as they throw light on his theological position and contribute to 
such an evaluation. 

Chronologically Maximian research may be roughly divided into five 
periods. The first of these brings us up till about 1930. It is a period of 
systematic studies in the doctrine of the Confessor and into some 
technical and historical problems. In the first category the works by 
Weser,? Straubinger? and Schönfeld’! should be mentioned, but also 
articles of Steitz and Lampen on Maximus' doctrine of the Eucharist? 
and of Montmasson on the concept of àváóew? or Michaud on the 
problem of apocatastasis.* In the second category may be placed Soppa's 
critical work on the Diversa capita,” the Moscow material presented by 
Epifanovitch,' and the considerations about the Ше of Maximus made 
by Montmasson," as well as articles on Maximus’ relationship to other 
writers and his later influence by Stiglmayr and Draeseke.* 

Around 1930 a second period begins, characterized to some extent by 


9 Н. Weser, S. Maximi Confessoris praecepta de incarnatione Dei et deificatione 
hominis exponuntur et examinantur, Diss., Halle— Berlin 1869. 

5 Н, STRAUBINGER, Die Christologie des hl. Maximus Confessor, Bonn 1906. 

я С. SCHONFELD, Die Psychologie des Maximus Confessor, Diss., Breslau 1918 (un- 
printed, not available to the writer). 

э C. С. Srez, Die Abendmahlslehre des Maximus Confessor, Jahrb. f. deutsche 
Theol. 11 (1866), pp. 229-238 and W. LaMPEN, De Eucharistieleer van S. Maximus 
Confessor, StC 2 (1926), pp. 33-54. ; | 

з E. MoNTMASSON, La doctrine de l'apatheia d'apres s. Maxime, ЕО 14 (1911), pp. 
36-41. | 

м E. MICHAUD, Saint Maxime le Confesseur et l'apocatastase, Rev. Intern. de Théol. 10 
(1902), pp. 257-272. 

55 W. SopPa, Die Diversa capita unter den Schriften des hl. Maximus Confessor in 
deutscher Bearbeitung und quellenkritischer Beleuchtung, Diss., Dresden 1922. 

% S. L. EprraNoviTCH, Materials to serve in the study of the life and works of St. 
Maximus the Confessor (in russian), Kiev 1917. 

7 MoNTMASSON, EO 13 (1910), pp. 149-154. l 

я T. STIGLMAYR, Maximus Confessor und die beiden Anastasius, Katholik 88 (1908), 
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a critical attitude to Maximus' works or the originality of his thinking. 
Most representative of the critical attitude is M. Viller, who in an article 
in 1930 tried to prove Maximus’ complete dependence on Evagrius 
Ponticus, at least in his primary ascetic work, the Centuries on Charity. 
Working on a similar line, we also find Grumel, on the one hand 
reconstructing the chronology of the Confessor and thus arguing the 
irrelevance of the Vita, and on the other hand demonstrating at least 
Maximus’ hesitation in regard to monothelitism, when it first appeared.9 
It should perhaps also be noted, that Grumel devoted a whole article to 
the problem of Maximus' possible dependence on Leontius of Byzanti- 
um,* in relation to a subject where E. Stéphanou, a few years later, 
showed the orthodoxy of Maximus.” Also characteristic of the situation 
during this period is the fact that Pegon, in editing the Centuries in 
French, though showing in his notes essential differences between 
Evagrius and Maximus, was not yet in the position to draw all the pos- 
itive conclusions from them.® It was also during the end of this period 
that von Balthasar wrote his important article proving that the major- 
ity of the scholies to Ps.-Denis had been falsely attributed to Maximus 
and were in fact probably the work of John of Skythopolis.* 

In 1941, however, clear signs of a new and positive re-evaluation of 
Maximus appeared; this was a somewhat hesitant attitude at first, but 
later it becomes more and more convinced. This third period continued 
into the 1970s, and this present thesis was intended originally to widen 
this evaluation to cover some of the aspects which had to that time not 
been sufficiently treated. 

It is very significant that in 1941 three works devoted to Maximus 
appeared. First of all there was a fairly scholastic but effectively 
systematized and very helpful study of Maximus' doctrine of sanctifica- 
tion and deification, written by the late jesuit J. Loosen.9 It starts from 


рр. 39-45, and J. DRAESEKE, Maximus Confessor und Johannes Scotus Епрепа, ThStKr 84 
(1911), pp. 20-60 and 204-229. 

9 M. VILLER, Aux sources de la spiritualité de saint Maxime. Les cuvres d’Evagre le 
Pontique, RAM 11 (1930), pp. 156-184, 239-268. 

6 See GRUMEL, ЕО 26 (1927), pp. 24-32 and 28 (1929), pp. 31-34. 

в GRUMEL, La comparaison de l'áme et du corps et l'union hypostatique chez Léonce 
de Byzance et S. Maxime le Confesseur, EO 25 (1926), pp. 393—406. 

€ E. STEPHANOU, La coexistence initial du corps et de l'âme d’après saint Grégoire de 
Nysse et saint Maxime l'Homologéte, EO 31 (1932), pp. 304-315. 

9$ Maxime le confesseur, Centuries sur la charité, Introduction and translation by J. 


Pecon (SCH 9), Paris—Lyon 1945. 


$ VoN BALTHASAR, Das Scholienwerk des Johannes von Skythopolis, Schol 15 (1940), 
pp. 16-38, reprinted іп IDEM, Kosmische Liturgie", pp. 644—672. 

$5 J. LoosEN, Logos und Pneuma im begnadeten Menschen bei Maximus Confessor 
(MBTh 24), Münster (Westf.) 1941. 
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the presupposition that Maximus' thinking is of central importance at 
the end of the patristic period and, within its restricted sphere, shows 
clearly the consistency of the Confessor's theology, even though it is 
marked by a certain tendency to over-systematize. Secondly, von 
Balthasar continued his study, and in his work on the so called Gnostic 
centuries presented evidence in favour of their Maximian origin, 
though in accepting them he felt forced to regard them as partly 
Origenistic and thus to make room for “ап Origenistic crisis" in the life 
of the Confessor. This theory became in its turn an integral part of von 
Balthasar's great work of 1941, Kosmische Liturgie. This, however, 
cannot at all take away from the fact that this ambitious and gener- 
ous work for the first time brought Maximus the Confessor into the 
foreground of interest as one of the most important Church Fathers, 
the relevance of whom was further underlined by frequent refer- 
ences to modern theology and speculation. This book is one of the great 
and early testimonies of the modern revival of patristic studies, as is 
also shown by the fact that a French translation was published already 
in 1947.8 

Another example of a new positive evaluation was provided by J. 
Heintjes, who had, however, as early as 1935 published an article 
presenting Maximus as an unknown teacher of the Church," but in 1942 
and 1943 completed his studies in two articles on Maximus’ doctrine of 
deification and sanctification, which bring together a lot of valuable 
material.” They are comparable with the work of Loosen but less 
scholarly, extensive and exhaustive. 

In the 19505 this tendency of positive re-evaluation of Maximus was 
deepened and strengthened by the works of Sherwood, Dalmais and 
Hausherr. In 1952 Sherwood published his chronology of Maximus’ life 
and works, and introduced his denial of the idea brought forward by von 
Balthasar of an Origenistic crisis in the Confessor's life." The same year 





6 Н. Von BALTHASAR, Die ‘Gnostischen Centurien' des Maximus Confessor, Freiburg 1. 
Br. 1941. 

в? References to this work will be found here with the abbreviation КТ), and to its 
second edition with KL’. 

в Von BALTHASAR, Liturgie Cosmique, Maxime le Confesseur, Transl. by L. L'HAUMET 
and H.-A. PRENTOUT, Paris 1947. T. 

$ HENTES, Een onbekende leeraar van ascese on mystiek: Sint Maximus Confessor, in 
StC 11 (1935), pp. 175-200. l | 

 HeEINTIES, De opgang van den menschelijken geest tot God volgens Sint Maximus 
Confessor, BiNJ 5 (1942), pp. 260-302; 6 (1943), pp. 64-123. (HriNrIES' dissertation 
Sancti Maximi Confessoris de cognitione humanae doctrina of 1937 has remained 
unpublished, and has not been available to me.) 

1 SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list of the Works of Maximus the Confessor (SA 30), 
Rome 1952. 
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I. Hausherr published his very personal but important study on self-love 
in relation to Maximus,” and I.-H. Dalmais, who had in 1948 published 
a translation of Ep 2 with a short introduction, wrote two basic articles, 
one an introduction into the spiritual thinking of Maximus, and the 
other a presentation of the very important doctrine of the ‘logoi’.” In 
1953 Dalmais wrote again two valuable introductions, one on Maximus' 
commentary to the Lord's Prayer” and one on his Liber asceticus.” 
Sherwood continued his work and published in 1955 both his study 
of the Ambigua, where—against the hypothesis of von Balthasar 
—he proved that Maximus had in fact early refuted Origenism,” and 
the Maximus volume of the series Ancient Christian Writers, where he 
gave a very extensive general introduction to Maximus' thinking as 
well as detailed notes to the Liber asceticus and The Centuries on 
Charity." 

The second edition of von Balthasar’s Kosmische Liturgie (1961) 
summarizes excellently these efforts of the third period, to which should 
be added not only e.g. Dalmais’ chapter on Maximus in Théologie de 
la vie monastique of the same year,” or his succinct summary of Maxi- 
mus’ position and theology in the Canadian magazine Sciences 
Ecclésiastiques,? but also E. von Ivánka's informed contributions to the 
understanding of Maximus against the background of the philosophical 
attitude of Origenism,? as well as W. Volker's articles on Maximus' 


7 I, HAUSHERR, Philautie. De la tendresse pour soi à la charité, selon Saint Maxime le 
Confesseur (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 137), Rome 1952. 

3 See I.-H. Damaris, S. Maxime le Confesseur, Docteur de la Charité, VS (1948), pp. 
296-303; L'euvre spirituelle de s. Maxime le Confesseur, VS Suppl. 21 (1952), рр. 
216-226 and La théorie des “Logoi” des créatures chez s. Maxime le Confesseur, КАРТ 36 
(1952), pp. 244-249. 

^ DarMais, Un traité de théologie contemplative: Le commentaire du Pater Noster de 
s. Maxime le Confesseur, RAM 29 (1953), pp. 123-159. 

75 Datmals, La doctrine ascétique de s. Maxime le Confesseur d'apres le Liber 
asceticus, Irénikon 26 (1953), pp. 17—39. It should be added that the magazine Irénikon had 
published as early as in 1936-1938 a translation of Maximus’ explanation of the Liturgy, 
Mystagogia, with an introduction by the late Mme M. Lor-BonopiNE, Irénikon 13 (1936), 
pp. 466-472, 595—597, 717—720; 14 (1937), pp. 66-69, 182-185, 282-284, 444—448; 15 
(1938), pp. 71-74, 185-186, 276-278, 390—391, 488-492. 

76 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua of St. Maximus the Confessor (SA 36), Rome 1955. 

п St. Maximus the Confessor, The Ascetic Life, The Four Centuries on Charity. Intr. by 
P. SHERWOOD. (ACW 21). Westminster—London 1955. (References to this work will be 
found here with the abbreviation ACW.) 

7 DaLMAIS, Saint Maxime le Confesseur et la crise de l'origénisme monastique, in 
Théologie de la vie monastique, Paris 1961, pp. 411—421. 

79 DarMais, La fonction unificatrice du Verbe Incarné dans les œuvres spirituelles de 
Saint Maxime le Confesseur, Sciences Ecclésiastiques 14 (1962), pp. 445-459. 

99 E. von IVÁNKA, Der Philosophische Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung Maximos des 
Bekenners mit dem Origenismus, JOBG 7 (1958), pp. 23-49 (cf. Ірем, Korreferat zu P. 
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relationship to Ps.-Denis in the honorary tributes to A. Stohr and E. 
Klostermann.*! 

This last contribution also announced a new monograph on Maximus 
by Vólker, who had already devoted a number of scholarly works to the 
doctrine of sanctification and spiritual perfection in such writers as 
Philo, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa and Ps.-Denis." 
Maximus certainly affords a logical culmination to this admirable series. 
Vólker's magnum opus on Maximus appeared in 1965: Maximus Confes- 
sor als Meister des geistlichen Lebens. Two specified theses, later re- 
ported, should even be mentioned in this context: by M. Wallace on 
Maximus' affirmative and negative theology? and by J. D. Zizioulas on 
his Christology. Other studies were also announced. Maximus the 
Confessor obviously has attracted an increasing number of scholars of 
different nationalities and confessional background. 

A fourth phase of Maximus studies commenced in the 1970s and is 
constituted by the number of monographs which have emanated from 
the “school” of the Dominican M.-J. Le Guillou, who has written а 
foreword to all of them. First of these studies was А. Riou, Le monde et 
l'église selon Maxime le Confesseur, which contains a development of 
Maximus' cosmology which goes much further than my indications, and 
which also makes clear that Maximus himself already regarded the Aoyou 
as divine energies. More biased is J. M. Garrigues, Maxime le 
Confesseur. La charité, avenir divin de l'homme, published in 1976. The 
tendency of the "school" to interpret Maximus in terms of the later 
Western theological tradition is here apparent. Maximus is obviously a 


Sherwood, Maximus and Origenism, in Berichte zum XI. Internationalen Byzantinisten- 
Kongress, München 1958, Munich 1958 [2 pp.]) and IDEM, Einleitung, in MAXIMOS DER 
BEKENNER, АЙ-Етз in Christus, Einsiedeln 1961, pp. 5-14. 

и W., VOLKER Der Einfluss Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita auf Maximus Confessor, in 
A. Stour, Universitas, I, Mainz 1960, pp. 243-54, and in Studien zum Neuen Testament 
und zur Patristik (TU 77), Berlin 1961, pp. 331-350. V. CRocE's study of Maximus’ 
theological method should also be mentioned here with appreciation; see Tradizione e 
ricerca . .. , Milan 1974. —Maximus' roots in Cappadocian theology are obvious. On this 
theme, see G. C. BERTHOLD, The Cappadocian Roots..., in HEINZER-SCHONBORN, 
Maximus Confessor, Fribourg 1982, pp. 51—59. 

2 See VOLKER, Fortschritt und Vollendung bei Philo von Alexandrien, Leipzig 1938; 
IDEM, Der wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandrinus (TU 57), Leipzig 1952; ем, Das 
Vollkommenheitsideal des Origenes (BHTh 7), Tübingen 1931; IDEM, Gregor von Nyssa als 
Mystiker, Wiesbaden 1955; and ем, Kontemplation und Ekstase bei Pseudo-Dionysius 
Areopagita, Wiesbaden 1958. 

83 M. WALLACE, Affirmation and Negation in the Theology of St. Maximus the Confessor 
(in typescript), Pontif. Inst. S. Anselmi, Rome 1960. 

М See SHERWOOD, Survey of recent work on St. Maximus the Confessor, Traditio 20 
(1964), p. 436. This article also contains Sherwood's evaluation of modern Maximus 
research. For further details about books mentioned on рр. 17-18 below, see Bibliography. 
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person who cannot be interpreted as a Byzantine scholastic entirely. 
There are many elements in his theological thinking which indicate that 
he is both “Western” and “Eastern” (the appreciation of the papacy and 
the preparation for a positive appraisal of a “filioque” clause, e.g.). 
However, to make him a “Тоти!” is to push it too far! 

The third study in this series is restricted in theme but convincing. It 
was published in 1979 by F.-M. Lethel and entitled Théologie de l'agonie 
du Christ. La liberté humaine du Fils de Dieu et son importance 
sotériologique mises en lumiere par Maxime le Confesseur. This study 
proves that the struggle about the two wills in Christ was not an 
occasional or theoretical business for Maximus but one of central 
Christological importance. Its anthropological implications cannot be 
denied. For my own part, I must admit that I bad not quite realised how 
Maximus' description of the Gethsemane incident constitutes a basic 
affirmation of the status of man (in Christ) as basically free in existential 
choice. 

The culmination of this impressive series of studies is represented by 
P. Piret and his book from 1983 Le Christ et la Trinité. Selon Maxime le 
Confesseur. Also here we have some valuable translations. The study 
deepens the analysis of Maximus’ understanding of the problem of the 
two wills in Christ but relates it as well to his Trinitarian basis (which I 
have not developed enough here but have extended in Man and the 
Cosmos). 

A parallel study of great importance from this period is F. Heinzer’s 
dissertation Gottes Sohn als Mensch. Die Struktur des Menschseins 
Christi bei Maximus Confessor from 1980. This is a very balanced 
analysis of the anthropological side of Maximus’ Christology, where not 
least the concept of zreptywpnors plays an important role. 

A kind of culmination of this period of Maximus research is 
represented by the symposium volume of 1982, edited by F. Heinzer and 
Chr. Schonborn under the title Maximus Confessor. Actes du Symposium 
sur Maxime le Confesseur Fribourg, 2-5 septembre 1980. At the same 
time single contributions to this volume indicate new areas of Maximus 
research. 

Thus, the last and fifth period is indicated. I regard my own book Man 
and the Cosmos as belonging to this period, although it more summarizes 
reflections than breaks new ground. The most impressive work from this 
period, however, is P. M. Blowers penetrating study of Maximus' method 
of exegesis in Quaestiones ad Thalassium: Exegesis and Spiritual Pedago- 
gy in Maximus the Confessor (1991). The presupposition of this work is 
C. Laga's and C. Steel's critical edition of the text. 


18 Introduction 


Mention from this last period should also be made of J. P. Farrell's 
continuing study of Maximus' concept of free will (bringing the earlier 
works to a kind of summary, although not always quite convincing), Free 
Choice in St. Maximus the Confessor from 1989. Farrell has also made an 
important translation of the Disputation with Pyrrhus. А number of 
smaller contributions could be mentioned in this context. It seems as if 
the present state of Maximus studies is characterised by more detailed 
pieces of research. As Blowers has pointed out, there is also a lot to do in 
this field. Maximus’ texts have been more used for systematic summaries 
than for their own intrinsic specialties. 

In all this, anthropology has been touched upon, especially within the 
context of Christology, but no study has been devoted entirely to 
Maximus' anthropology since mine. Closest to my concern comes the 
most recent monograph on Maxiums, written by the French philosopher 
and theologian J.-C. Larchet, La divinisation de l'homme selon saint 
Maxime le Confesseur, presented as a doctoral dissertation to the Faculty 
of Protestant Theology, Strasbourg in 1994 (and about to be published as 
a printed book). This admirable study, which I have hardly been able to 
take into consideration here, however, does not cover the whole field of 
my own. Therefore, this new edition seems, after all, well-motivated. 

Anthropological aspects are, of course, treated in the major Works of 
von Balthasar and Sherwood (as well as by others from a later time), but 
since von Balthasar's study Kosmische Liturgie keeps the viewpoint of 
cosmology particularly in focus, and since Sherwood's work on the 
earlier Ambigua and other contributions have Maximus' refutation of 
Origenism as centre of interest, these aspects serve as elements of another 
vision or another argumentation than one which is purely anthropologi- 
cal. Dalmais, on the other hand, has from the beginning shown a 
particular interest in anthropological viewpoints, especially in their 
relationship to the ascetic and mystical theology of Maximus, and he 
has more recently contributed other expressions of this interest in 
articles on the spiritual anthropology of the Confessor," but this excel- 
lent expert on Maximus' thinking has never had the opportunity to bring 

8 This is also true of SHERWOOD’s contribution to the international congress of 
Byzantinists in Munich 1958, though to a large extent it deals with anthropological 
statements by Maximus; see IDEM, Maximus and Origenism. APXH KAI TEAO?, in 
Berichte zum XI. Internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongress (27 рр.). 

36 The same is true also of HAUSHERR. 

 DArMAis, L'anthropologie spirituelle de saint Maxime le Confesseur, Recherches et 
Débats 36 (1961), pp. 202-211 and La manifestation du Logos dans l'homme et dans 
l'Eglise, in HEINZER-SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 13-25.--- this connection one 


should also mention K.-H. UTHEMANN, Das anthropologische Modell der hypostatischen 
Union bei Maximus Confessor, ibid., pp. 223-233. 


Introduction 19 


all his material together into a single more extensive study. There is, thus, 
still a certain need for a monograph, which regards Maximus' theology 
and spirituality primarily from his understanding of man. 

The present thesis was an attempt to respond to this need. It has been 
written with the clear conviction that Maximus' anthropology holds the 
key to his theology as a whole, and that this anthropology, in its turn, is a 
fruit of the Confessor's personal reflection on the Christological convic- 
tions of the Council of Chalcedon, as they were further demonstrated 
and explained through the Council of Constantinople in 553. Maximus' 
doctrinal and personal positions—as well as his remarkable eclecticism 
—are motivated by his vision of man as the centre of God's creation and 
a particular object of His providence, man as both microcosm and 
mediator. Christian spirituality implies for him the restitution of this 
microcosm and the fulfilment of this mediating function. АП 15, there- 
fore, orientated from the Incarnation of Christ, through which this 
restitution and fulfilment is already a fact, open to man. А unity which 
does not violate the differences constitutes the mystery of this incarna- 
tion, but it 1s, thereby, also the mystery of man and of the world. Love 
alone as a unifying factor is for Maximus capable of combining these 
elements into’ one divine-human activity,/since it includes all and 
respects the freedom of all. 

In the following chapters we shall try to work out the different aspects 
of this anthropological vision of Maximus the Confessor from his 
Christology, through his cosmology and into the details of his doctrine of 
spiritual perfection. For obvious reasons—e.g. Maximus’ clear indebted- 
ness to a long tradition of earlier Christian thinking and the far-reaching 
eclecticism which characterizes his relationship to his predecessors (such 
as Evagrius, Ps.-Denis, Ше Cappadocians, Nemesius of Emesa etc.) — 
this presentation will inevitably include sections of comparative study. 
These sections will be enlarged at points of particular interest, where 
systematic presentations of such comparative material are lacking or 
insufficient, or where a detailed knowledge of Maximus’ background 
seems necessary for the understanding of his position, as well as for the 
argument of the thesis itself. At other instances, though a similar 
presentation of comparative material may in itself be equally interesting, 
but being of less importance for the argument and general purpose of the 
thesis, it has had to be left out. 

Our concentration on Maximus’ anthropology and on aspects of it 
which are particularly apt to show the originality and consistency of his 
theological position, makes it further necessary to leave out elements of 
his thinking which are of great importance but are less central to our 
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theme. Such elements are Maximus' ecclesiology and his doctrine of the 
sacraments, his exegetical principles, his practical knowledge of spiritual 
exercises etc. Here should also be mentioned Maximus’ doctrine of the 
Holy Spirit and the role of the Spirit at different levels of spiritual 
development, to which we shall return at various occasions but to which 
we shall not be able to devote any particular section. The reason for this 
Jast omission is mainly the fact that we wish to concentrate our attention 
on points where the influence of Maximus' Christological convictions as 
the core of his whole thinking may be seen most clearly, while the 
pneumatological convictions which he shares with his Eastern tradition 
in general are of less interest in our context.® | | 

Our viewpoint is properly theological. For this reason aspects which 
rather belong to the field of history and phenomenology of religion have 
unfortunately to be neglected. Strictly philosophical viewpoints are also 
introduced only in so far as they belong to the necessary background of 
Maximus' thinking, or provide a framework for the understanding of the 
particular stress or aspect of his argument. 

T . 87-126, gives a systematic presentation of 
Vires cusa ти icio M RR NEN of is rôle in mare spiritual 
development and perfection. It summarizes well the most important aspects of this theme, 
but shows at the same time clearly—even through its very formal character and rather 


restricted length—that Maximus’ doctrine at this point is not original, nor interesting to an 
extent which is comparable with his doctrine on the Logos and the Adyou. 


CHAPTER ONE 


The Christological 
Background 





A. The Chalcedonian Heritage and Maximus’ 
Theology of the Incarnation 


There is a general agreement among scholars that the doctrine of Christ 
and the theology of the Incarnation form the very centre of Maximus’ 
thinking. It may be sufficient to refer to Sherwood’s statements at this 
point. According to him Maximus’ theological system forms an inte- 
grated whole, a synthesis, and the core of this synthesis is “the mystery of 
Christ",' which is at the same time “the mystery of love”.? Other experts 
on Maximus have made similar generalizations.’ Any student of 
Maximus' writings is capable of seeing for himself the truth of these 
opinions. 

It 1s, however, equally apparent that the type of Christology with 
which we have to deal in this case is very closely linked with the 
formulations of the Council of Chalcedon. The Incarnation to Maximus 
means precisely the hypostatic union of divine and human nature. The 
Chalcedonian key terms are found everywhere in Maximus' writings; 
indeed, one may even argue, that these frequent allusions to Chalcedon 
indicate the main direction of his thought, and go far beyond what 
belongs to a theology of the Incarnation in a more restricted sense." 


! See SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 29. 

? SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 91. 

3 See e.g. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, P. 50; HENTJES, StC 11 (1935), p. 194 and IDEM, 
BiNJ 6 (1943), p. 78 f.; Datmais, Irénikon 26 (1953), p. 21; HausHERR, Philautie, pp. 
131-154, and not least von BALTHASAR, КТ?, pp. 62 f., 66 and 204 ff. 

* As such a key term we find e.g. &dvaiperos in Ep 15; PG 91, 560 D; абьопретов in Ep 
13; PG 91, 524 D; Amb 5; PG 91, 1052 B; Amb 7; 1097 B; Amb 10; 1136 B; Amb 41; 1312 
C (together with aéiaiperos). Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, pp. 37, 55, 232. More frequently 
used are, however, добухутов and ёсууҳётиѕ; see e.g. Ep 12; PG 91, 469 AC; Ер 15; 557 D; 
Amb 3; PG 91, 1040 C; Amb 4; 1044 D; Amb 7; 1077 C; Amb 10; 1176 C; Amb 27; 1269 B 
(&obyxvros); and ThPol 15; PG 91, 169 B; Pyrrh; PG 91, 296 D; Amb 5; 1052 B; 1053 B; 
1057 D; Amb 7; 1077 C; 1097 B and Amb 42; 1320 B (aovyyitws). Cf. VON BALTHASAR, 
КГ, pp. 37, 54 Е, 57, 150, 158, 204, 230, 250 and 330. Also &Tpér TOS is used, e.g. in Thal 
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We may however go further and claim that Maximus' dependence 
upon Chalcedon and its theology does not find its most prominent 
expression in an intentional repetition of the Council's formulas, but ina 
theological reflection upon its Christological content, which thus proves 
to be decisive in a variety of theological contexts. And it is particularly 
Maximus' thinking around the question of the communicatio idiomatum 
of the two natures, which deserves our attention, for at this point he 
seems to some extent to have made a pioneering contribution, not least 
because in this thinking he has also provided a well thought-out 
foundation for his theology of deification and spiritual perfection. 

Neither the communicatio idiomatum idea as such, nor its central 
position, is, of course, an innovation on Maximus’ part. The idea had 
acquired a central position already. Even before Chalcedon obviously — 
with a more or less definite purpose—one started to use it, and after 
Chalcedon—as all through the 6th century—it seems to have become 
very popular to apply divine attributes to Christ as man and human 
attributes to Christ as God in a more or less mechanical way. Different 
circles and parties simply developed the idea in different ways. It has, 
quite correctly, been pointed out that the Marian attribute деотоков 
presupposes a form of communicatio idiomatum, and that the so-called 
theopaschite formula, used in ‘monophysite’ circles: unus ex Trinitate 
passus est exemplifies a particular application of the same idea.’ 

The idea of a communicatio idiomatum is found as early as in 
Irenaeus and not least in Origen; it is already further developed in the 
early Church,‘ even though it was particularly actualised in the 5th 
century, and acquired a more precise function after the Council of 
Chalcedon. In Apollinaris the idea is given a prominent position," while 
the Antiochenes, on the other side, regarded a too frequent use of 
communicatio formulations as dangerous. The positive evaluation of it 
by Apollinaris provoked in Nestorius a corresponding negative limita- 
tion. According to his modification of the idea, the communicatio 
idiomatum may only be applied to the person of the union, Christ. But in 
relation to the divine Logos and to human nature as such its application 
is prohibited.* Such a restrictive attitude towards the idea was, however, 
22; CCSG 7, p. 137; Ep 15; PG 91, 556 D and Amb 42; PG 91, 1320 C (cf. also 
àvaAAowores, Thal 22; CCSG 7, p. 137). àyepicres is even rather frequently used by 
Maximus; see e.g. Amb 4; PG 91, 1044 D; Amb 5; 1049 C and 1052 C. 

5 See E. AMANN, art. Théopaschite, DTC 15, col. 505 ff. 


6 See A. MICHEL, art. Idiomes, DTC 7: 1, col. 596 ff. 
7 See A. GRILLMEIER, Die theologische und sprachliche "Vorbereitung der 


christologischen Formel von Chalkedon, Chalk I, p. 112. 
в See MICHEL, art. cit., col. 597. 
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known already from an earlier time,’ and was later also found among the 
orthodox. Thus, the pope Gelasius, at the end of the Sth century, 
certainly teaches the communicatio idiomatum, but is at the same time 
very eager to emphasize that it does not at all affect the natures.!? It was 
in a way easier for the monophysites to use the idea without reservation." 
As a matter of fact, it came in later monophysitism —e.g. in Severus—to 
play a very important role. However this did not prevent a man like 
Sahdona, who stood in a close relationship to the Nestorians, from 
teaching а real communicatio idiomatum." 

Maximus' personal contribution at this point is, thus, to be sought in 
another direction. As we shall see later, an unlimited and irresponsible 
use of the communicatio idea in a more formal sense is, as a matter of 
fact, entirely foreign to Maximus. His contribution to the theological 
development in this field 1s, consequently, less related to the idea of 
communicatio idiomatum as such, than to an elaboration of the idea of a 
mutual permeation, perichoresis. This last idea acquires in Maximus a 
central position, and is developed in such a way that it modifies and 
qualifies the communicatio idea. 

. The importance of Maximus' achievement is best illustrated by the 
fact that the term perichoresis—as an expression of the kind of 
communicatio relationship which exists between divine and human 
natures 1n Christ —seems to have been used for the first time precisely by 
Maximus." In Ps.-Cyril's De sacrosancta Trinitate we find this term used 
with a similar intention,'^ but this treatise can hardly be dated to a time 
before Maximus. It seems rather to have been influenced by Maximus' 
ideas in a way which reminds us of John of Damascus." 

What then does this perichoresis imply to Maximus? The answer to 
this question is of the first importance, primarily because it may help us 
decisively to define the character of Maximus' Chalcedonian position. If 
Maximus understands perichoresis more or less exclusively as a divine 
permeation into the human nature, then the original hesitation over 

: Such an attitude was taken e.g. both by the anti-Arian Eustathius of Antioch and by 
the Arian Eusebius of Emesa; see GRILLMEIER, art. cit., pp. 128 and 134. 

10 See Е. Hormann, Der Kampf der Papste um Konzil und Dogma von Chalkedon von 


Leo dem Grossen bis Hormisdas, Chalk 2, p. 63 f. 
" !! See e.g. J. LEBON, La christologie du monophysisme sévérien, Chalk I, p. 568 and n. 
12 See W. ре Vries, Die syrisch-nestorianische Haltung zu Chalkedon, Chalk I, p. 634. 
7 See G. L. PRESTIGE, God in Patristic Thought, London 1952, p. 291. 
M Ps.-Cyril, De sacrosancta Trinitate, 22; PG 77, 1164 A; 24; 1165 C; 27; 1172 D. 
3 As a matter of fact it is incorporated into John's De fide orthodoxa (though not ch. 
22), and it Наз been argued, that it might even be a work of John. See J. M. Новск, art. Joh. 
von Damaskus, LThK?, 5 (1960), col. 1024. 
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against the beginnings of monothelitism which some scholars have found 
in Maximus’ earlier writings, might be confirmed, since this one-sided 
view of communicatio idiomatum was common in ‘monophysite’ circles. 
On the other hand, if Maximus uses the concept of perichoresis only with 
strong reservations in all respects, then an Antiochene tendency would be 
noticeable. | 

The question is further complicated by the fact that partly contradic- 
tory opinions have been put forward by scholars, who have been 
particularly interested in this aspect of Maximus' theology." About the 
general presupposition, that Maximus' concern for the communicatio 
idea is closely linked with his interest in Christ's activities, there 
is general agreement, but about the nature of this concern opinion 
has been divided. An older systematic scholar like H. Weser noticed 
already the central position of the term perichoresis in Maximus' theolo- 
gy, but he defined it rather vaguely, when pointing out that the two 
natures of the hypostasis rotate in a mystical way and move within 
each other like the wheels of the four creatures of Ezek. 1: 16, and 
*post personalem unionem et actiones et qualitates secum commu- 
tant"? 

But Weser goes further and arrives at the fairly definite conclusion 
that the divine will exerts an overwhelming dominion over the human 
will within this process. From this point of view permeation must be 
understood primarily as a divine activity. А similar opinion is also to be 
found in G. L. Prestige, who otherwise ascribes to Maximus a very 
important position, as far as the further development of the 
communicatio idea is concerned. Prestige starts from the sense in which 
the word perichoresis is used by Anaxagoras, “rotation” ,! and translates 
it in Maximus—in a particular, non-Christological context—as “сот- 
pletion of a cycle".? In the Christological context, however, he recog- 
nizes a basic sense of “reciprocity of action",? but defines it later— 

1 See Introduction, p. 10 above. 

1 That it has been quite neglected by Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, where the term 
perichoresis is not even mentioned, is surprising. | M 

в Von BALTHASAR, KL, р. 253 emphasizes even that already the term азутібостс 
(communicatio) has an active sense in Maximus. This term is, in fact, a kind of equivalent 
of перхдрпопя. 

9 WesER, S. Maximi Confessoris praecepta de incarnatione, р. 15. 

20 See WESER, op. cit., p. 16: "Apparet etiam hoc loco humanitatem privilegia sua non 
satis conservare". However, Maximus also develops a soteriology, which is based on the 
cooperation between nature and grace; see B. STUDER, Zur Soteriologie des Maximus, in 
HEINZER-SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 239-246. 

21 See лови. & Scott, Greek-English Lexicon II, the word перхдрпотв. 


22 Thal 59; CCSG 7, p. 53. 
23 PRESTIGE, op. cit., p. 293. 
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referring to the original sense of Ше term—as “rotation from a fixed 
point back to that point again". He underlines that we find in Maximus 
always a perichoresis “to” (eis or mpós) but never “іп” or “through” each 
other. By using the term Maximus aims at showing, Prestige emphasizes, 
not the unity of Christ as such but the. unified activity of the two 
natures.” Prestige then goes on to analyse how the term perichoresis is 
used in Ps.-Cyril, a use which he regards as a further development of 
Maximus' intentions, and he comes in the end to the characteristic 
conclusion that the process is after all one-sided, and that the metaphor 
with which we are concerned is not particularly illuminating or fit for its 
purpose. Prestige regards its use as more or less a form of play upon 
words.” 

Against such an opinion H. A. Wolfson has, however, reacted rather 
strongly and with the full support of the texts themselves. Wolfson thus 
emphasizes that Maximus and Ps.-Cyril do not hesitate at all to talk of a 
penetration "through" the other nature, and also that the process 
expressed through the concept of perichoresis is not regarded as one- 
sided but mutual. But Wolfson restricts the importance of this statement 
to some extent by underlining at the same time, that the reason for this 
courageous attitude from the side of these ancient Christian writers is the 
fact that whether the “humanation” of the divine nature or the penetra- 
tion of the human nature into the divine is concerned, the actual 
reference is simply to the Incarnation.” Wolfson has here hinted at the 
secret of Maximus' use of the concept of perichoresis, though without 
indicating the complexity and richness of his theology of the Incarnation, 
and without providing much more than a formal criticism of the position 
which we have found in Weser and Prestige. More insight into the 
theology of Maximus is, in fact, found in V. Lossky, who indicates that 
the impression of one-sidedness which one may get from the texts is 
linked with the fact that the process of perichoresis is self-evidently 
regarded as starting from the side of God—and thus from the divine 
nature—because perichoresis is part of the economy of salvation, but 
that when the Incarnation is a fact it implies, both for Maximus and John 
of Damascus, that the human nature is really made capable of penetrat- 
ing into the divine.” 

^ See ibid., p. 294. 

3 See ibid., p. 294 f. 


2 Н, A. Wotrson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, Cambridge, Mass. 1956, p. 
424 f. 

2 V. Lossky, The Mystical Theology of the Eastern Church, London 1957, p. 145 f. 
That Lossky combines this fact with the doctrine of the divine "energies" is another 
problem, which cannot be treated here. 
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The discussion among scholars regarding the perichoresis idea in 
Maximus obviously calls for further clarification. It motivates first of all 
a closer analysis of the texts where this idea is most explicitly expressed. 
We shall see that such an analysis will give us a clearer impression of 
Maximus’ personal contribution to Christological theology, as well as of 
his basic faithfulness towards Chalcedon. 

If Maximus is the first Christian writer who has given to tbe term 
perichoresis a central position within orthodox Christology, it is not very 
difficult to discover where he found his starting-point. Indirectly he has 
indicated it himself. In the Scholies to Ps.-Denis there is a reference 1n 
one place,” apparently by Maximus himself,” to Gregory Nazianzen's 
Ep. 101, where Gregory speaks, in reference to Eph. 3: 17, about the 
inhabitation of Christ and about a certain “mixture” (краст) of the two 
natures and their attributes. Gregory goes on to state: *. . . and penetrat- 
ing (перхордт) into each other on account of their mutual adhesion" 
(ovpovia). It seems in the context as if the mutual application of 
attributes is seen more as a consequence of the perichoresis than as 1ts 
cause. And it is exactly this tendency which might have attracted 
Maximus, who is far more interested in perichoresis as an expression of 
activity than in the mutual application of the divine attributes as such. 
Starting from Gregory’s use of the verb перхорет Maximus thus 
probably developed his own conception of perichoresis.?! | 

In Maximus this concept appears in fact to be very rich, particularly 
when one adds to texts, where we find the term perichoresis as such, other 
texts where identical or similar ideas are developed, though without an 
explicit use of the noun перхфртатв or the verb перхорез. For the sake 
of clarity we shall here try to systematize Maximus' different aspects of 
the idea. "E 

a. First of all we recognize, of course—as Weser and Prestige have 
underlined—a primary stress on the divine penetration into the human 
level. Already in its most fundamental sense the Incarnation may be 
regarded as a perichoresis.” It is, however, difficult to prove that 


8 PG 4, 533 С. ; "m 7 

29 According to von BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 255, n. 11 this passage should obviously be 
attributed to Maximus, though the majority of the scholies are attributed to John of 

j KL?, pp. 644-672). l 

БЕ UO Ep. KK PG 37, 181 C. This letter is quoted also elsewhere in 
Maximus, see Amb 42; PG 91, 1336 A. On this background and Maximus’ use of the 
concept, see further P. PinET, Le Christ et la Trinité, p. 349 ff. 

з For the Gregorian use of the term in a non-Christological context, see e.g. Or. 18; PG 
35, 1041 A and 22: 4; 1136 B. VM 

32 That Maximus develops at the same time a theology of the Incarnation, the scope of 
which is far wider, must here be left out of view. 
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Maximus regards the initial act of the divine Incarnation as the most 
characteristic element of the idea of perichoresis. For it is only in relation 
to deification—and the reciprocal relationship between human and 
divine within the process of deification, itself the gift of grace—that the 
term perichoresis is frequently used. The clearest example of a use of the 
term which refers to the divine penetration into the human world as 
such, is a passage which contains a chain of definitions in Thal 59,33 
where we read —and even here with reference to the incarnation which 
takes place in an individual believer—that the true revelation of the 
object of faith is the ineffable penetration (arepiya@pnors) of this ‘object’ in 
accordance with the amount of faith present in the believer.” This 
perichoresis is, however, itself defined as an ascent (&mávoóos) of the 
believers to their Cause and End.” Scholars like Weser and Prestige seem, 
therefore, to have overstressed the first and underestimated the second 
aspect of the process of perichoresis.? A clear parallel —though not in a 
Christological context—is provided for example in Myst 2 where, 
though the term perichoresis is not used, Maximus speaks about a 
relationship of transference between the intelligible and the sensible 
levels of the created order. For there too Maximus emphasizes a certain 
reciprocity, within which the different elements remain unconfused 
(даоуухбтох) in relation to each other.?' 

b. The particularly characteristic element of Maximus' thought on 
this point is, in fact, not introduced into the picture until we arrive at the 
second aspect of the perichoresis idea, i.e. the human penetration into the 


3 CCSG 22, p. 51. f£. 

3 CCSG 22, p. 53: 7 ката avadoyiay Ths «г ékácTO miorews дӧррттоѕ TOU 
петотеурегоу перхдрцотв. Notice, however, in this text already the active role of human 
faith (aemorevpévov) in relation to this revelation (апокдЛъфи). The expression кота 
атоЛоубат is important in this context. It ought to be compared with the tantum quantum 
formula, which will be treated in paragraph d. below. 

3 CCSG 22, p. 53. The term émávoóos should not necessarily be translated “re- 

turn". 
% Tt should be noted, however, that exactly this last text was regarded by Prestige as 
supporting his opinion, that there is no reciprocal permeation ofthe two natures, in the true 
sense of the word, but only a circular movement from one fixed point back to that point 
again; see PRESTIGE, op. cit., р. 293. But thereby Prestige had failed to observe the important 
fact that the human perichoresis, about which Maximus speaks as often as about the divine, 
is hardly regarded by him simply as a return to a fixed starting-point. Prestige's 
interpretation of perichoresis as a one way movement does not do justice to the texts. The 
passage we have cited speaks rather in favour of Wolfson's opinion, that the incarnation of 
the Divine and the deification of the human are more or less the same process. It should also 
be noted that Prestige's supposition that Thal 59 is “а neutral instance, having no bearing 
on theology" hardly makes his own interpretation more reliable! 

? PG 91, 669 BC. The parallel is also worked out here in regard to the Church on earth 
in its relationship to the world above, and in that context, at least, the word прооуоретг is 
used; see loc. cit. 
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realm of the divine. А good example of this aspect is found in Amb 5 
where the penetration (Maximus uses the verb перуорест) of human 
nature into the fotality of divine nature is said to be the fruit of that 
union without confusion (Ддотухутоз) with divine nature which has 
taken place in Christ. In this way, says Maximus, absolutely nothing of 
what is human is separated from the divine, with which it is hypostatical- 
ly united.** This text shows clearly that the term perichoresis is not Just an 
expression of the predominance of the divine over the human, but rather 
regarded as an appropriate expression of a union without confusion in its 
consequences of full reciprocity. Human perichoresis is in Maximus 
opinion real and not illusory. Wolfson has quite correctly referred to this 
text in his criticism of Prestige.” A 

c. What the term perichoresis is intended to express in Maximus' 
writings is, first of all, precisely the aspect of reciprocity within a 
divine-human relationship as understood in a Chalcedonian way. This 
reciprocity, therefore, must be introduced here as our third aspect. For in 
most places, where Maximus refers to the perichoresis idea, he also 
speaks of a double penetration. The background of his position may quite 
naturally be found in the aspect of reciprocity (notice the expression ets 
&AAqAos) which we have noticed already in Gregory Nazianzen." The 
union of the two natures in Christ may, as we have seen in Gregory, be 
expressed as а kind of “mixture” (крао5)--ш the Stoic sense of this 
word^! —and therefore one must quite naturally expect that the words 
перхореси, Tepuxipmoanus as a further elaboration of the Stoic concept of 
Хорети, should be used, in connection with the explanation of the term 
“mixture”, as a kind of synonym for Ддутипаректегио, in which case it 
means the interpenetration of mixed bodies.” 

Wolfson has emphasized that when the Fathers used the term 
perichoresis in order to explain the meaning of communicatio 
idiomatum, it implied an attempt to explain the relationship by means of 
the analogy offered by Ше Stoic concept of “mixture” (крао).5 But 
then the aspect of reciprocity is also self-evident and cannot be excluded 


3 PG 91, 1053 В. l | 

3 See WOLFSON, op. cit., p. 425, where we also find the following commentary by way of 
summary: “. . . there is mention only of one kind of penetration, and that is the penetration 
of the human nature though the divine nature, and this penetration is said to have taken 
place in virtue of the union of the human nature with the divine nature. HEINZER, Gottes 
Sohn als Mensch, fully supports this idea of mutual penetration; see pp. 122-125. 

9 Ep. 101; PG 37, 181 C. 

4 See e.g. WOLFSON, ор. cit., p. 380. 

4 See ibid., p. 419 f. 

9 Ibid., p. 420. 
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by the fact that —to take a classical example, also cited by Wolfson— it is 
the wine which is poured into the water and not the water into the wine. 
As Soon as the union has taken place, the perichoresis is mutual.^ Von 
Balthasar too, as a matter of course, has underlined the reciprocal aspect 
of the concept of perichoresis as linked with Stoic physics. For in both 
cases, he emphasizes, the presupposition is that the bodies may penetrate 
into each other without being damaged.^ It is, thus, rather characteristic 
when Maximus, in a general cosmological context, speaks, on the one 
hand, of "the penetration of the opposites into each other in virtue of 
their mixture" (кота туи краси» eis ХААтЛа wEpLyw@pnors) and defines 
this process, on the other hand, as *an undamageing advancement 
through each other" (xwpérv dv AAATA@V &Avpavrws).” If one further 
understands the term communicatio (àvrí8oows) as expressing an activity 
and to a certain extent being a synonym for perichoresis, the aspect of 
reciprocity is even more strengthened. In Disp. c. Pyrrh. Maximus' 
terminology has obviously grown into a formula. It is then all the more 
remafkable that the words els àAATAas there form an integrated part of 
the whole. 

That it 1s an active reciprocity which the term perichoresis is intended 
to express, is made particularly clear in texts where this term is used 
together with another word, which expresses the more static aspect of the 
union of the two natures. Already in Gregory Nazianzen—in the very 
text where Maximus probably found his starting-point for the develop- 
ment of his concept of perichoresis—such a static term is to be found. For 
there we learn that the natures penetrate into each other “п virtue of 
their mutual adhesion” (то Adyw THs ovugrvias). This adhesion is the 
presupposition for an active perichoresis. Exactly the same way of 
thinking is found in Maximus, as we may gather from two sections of Op. 
theol. et pol., written a few years earlier than Disp. c. Pyrrh.* 

In the first of these sections Maximus speaks of the two energies of 
Christ: the divine energy which in accordance with the economy of 


“ For the example of wine and water, see further WOLFSON, ор. cit., p. 420 f. 

45 Von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 231. 

4 Amb 17; PG 91, 1228 C. What we have now said must, of course, not be understood 
to imply that Maximus was exclusively bound to a Stoic terminology in this context. His 
frequent use of the Aristotelian term synthesis for example (also found in the context just 
quoted), is, among other things, a warning against such a hasty conclusion. Here as 
elsewhere Maximus is, in fact, very eclectic. 

47 See PG 91, 345 D: TO аторрӯто тропе TNS es 2ХАЎЛос TOv Христо? qUceov 
пєр:хорӯсєаҳ. 

# See Ер. 101; РС 37, 181 С. 

4 ThPol 7 and 20. For their dating, see SHERwooD, An Annotated Date-list, pp. 51 and 
41 f. 
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salvation is clearly presented as taking the initiative, and the human 
which, according to this divine plan, is entirely (8v Флоу) united with the 
divine “through their mutual adhesion and penetration" (77 mpos 
àAMgAas сурфма Kai mepixwpjcer).” Since the context shows that 
Maximus is here dealing primarily with the activity of Christ, the idea 
that the two terms “adhesion” and “penetration” are synonymous Seems 
to be excluded. The first word denotes rather the relationship established 
between the two natures through the Incarnation, while the second term 
denotes—as a consequence of this relationship—their mutual penetra- 
tion. The second section seems to confirm this interpretation. For there 
we learn that one and the same activity proceeds from Christ in a joined 
and united manner (оудфийв Kai Прорбтоз), i.e. as from two subjects 
united into one, though with the clear reservation: "according 10 the 
unitary interpenetration in them" (ката Thv ev „ тойтойб EVLaLaAY 
тєрихфртои).°! Through perichoresis, which is an activity of the natures 
towards each other, a common activity and a unified direction of 
intention is effected. 

The purpose of Maximus’ stress on reciprocity is, thus, first of all to 
underline the unified activity, which it expresses and of which it 1s an 
expression. However, according to Maximus it belongs to the саме 
of this unity, that it is in all respects “unconfused”’ (вобухитоз). 
Therefore 11.15, of course, never “of nature" (ката бот). There is "a 
newness of modes" (тоу тротоу кошуоттѕ) but never "an alteration of 
logos" (кота Tov Aóyov &AAoiwors).™ It is a union which can be best 
characterized as similar to that between fire and iron. Iron glows in the 
fire but remains what it is in itself. In one and the same hypostasis 1ron 
and fire are found together, but the piece of iron effects exactly that which 
is in accordance with its own nature—as well as that which belongs to 
both—i.e. it glows, but in a way which is proper to iron alone.» “Вопа 
profecto integritas!", Weser exclaims in front of such a one-sided 
predominance of the Фуше, but evidently for Maximus the question 
appeared in a very different light. We are dealing here certainly with a 
kind of adoption of the human into the sphere of the divine, but human 
nature itself tends towards this adoption, and, therefore, (as in the case of 
iron and fire) develops within this union always what is inherent 1n itself 


5 ThPol 7; PG 91, 85 D-88 A. 

я ThPol 20; PG 91, 232 А. l 

3 A favourite Chalcedonian term in Maximus. 
3 See ThPol 8; PG 91, 108 C. 

54 See Amb 5; PG 91, 1053 B. 

55 See ThPol 16; PG 91, 189 C-192 A. 

56 WESER, op. cit., p. 16. 
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and proper to itself. The glowing sword cuts and burns at the same time.’ 
In this last case too there is a perichoresis and a communicatio for 
the perfection of both (да ти ёкрау rovrov), as Maximus Says, 
and through it is manifested “Ше mode of communication which is 
in accordance with their ineffable ипоп”. As e.g. Lossky has empha- 
sized, Maximus (and John of Damascus) certainly speak of a humanity 
which is made divine, but this deification— without change of what is 
proper to each nature—is in full accordance with human nature as 
such.” 

d. Thus Maximus remains faithful to Chalcedon in its attempt to 
express the redemptive unity of human and divine in Christ. The degree 
and the character of this faithfulness is most clearly manifested, however, 
through what we might call the fourth aspect of the perichoresis idea. 
Everywhere Maximus wishes to underline both the “newness” of this 
redemptive union and the fact that it implies precisely a true develop- 
ment of what is peculiar to human nature.“ But in accordance with this 
double purpose Maximus makes his most important contribution, not 
only by emphasizing the continuing difference between the two natures 
as well as the unity of the hypostasis, but above all by making the one 
aspect directly related to and dependent on the other. The union of the 
two natures is based on a certain polarity between them in virtue of the 
very fact that they are human and divine. Maximus obviously regards 
such a positive polarity as being the decisive insight of the Council of 
Chalcedon, and for Maximus the primary instrument with which to 
express this polarity is what von Balthasar has appropriately called the 
great "Entsprechungsformel" (tantum—quantum with its synonyms).” 
The examples of the use of this formula of reciprocity in connection with 
the perichoresis idea are numerous. Only a short analysis of a few texts 
can be given here. 


? See Amb 5; PG 91, 1060 A, where the same imagery is developed. 

8 ThPol 16; PG 91, 189 D. 

9 Amb 5; PG 91, 1057 D. Maximus works here with his characteristic dialectic 
between an immutable principle of nature (Aóyos púrews) on the one hand, and a unified 
mode of existence (rpózos vráp£ecws) on the other. 

9 See Тоззку, op. cit., p. 146, where the author likewise underlines, that the image of 
iron and fire is frequent among the Fathers as an expression of the status of deified human 
nature. One can add that deification within this patristic context implies exactly this 
blessed, unconfused but active status of ‘hypostatic’ and ‘perichoretic’ union with God in 
Christ. 

в Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL, p. 254, who has stressed the important fact that the great 
word of Chalcedon is owfevv, and that this “salvation” means the preservation of the 
peculiarity of both natures. 

€ See von BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 277. It is one of von Balthasar's great merits to have 
discovered the theological weight of this formula. 
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We may find a suitable starting-point in a passage of Amb 10 (in spite 
of the fact that the term perichoresis itself is lacking there) Here 
Maximus points out that God and man are regarded as exemplars 
(парадегуиата) one of another, i.e. they stand in relation to each other 
in a particular polarity, a relationship which finds its classical expression 
in the idea of the imago Dei. Having stated this Maximus goes on, using 
the characteristic formula of reciprocity which we have referred to: 
* апа that God makes himself man for the sake of love for man (Ха 
giiavépwriav, a characteristic expression among the Greek Fathers of 
the benevolence of God which leads to the Incarnation), so far as man, 
enabled by God, has deified himself" —and, mutatis mutandis, “that 
man is rapt up by God in mind to the unknowable, so far as man has 
manifested through virtues the God who is by nature invisible”. 

If we start from the evident presupposition that this statement about 
deification has the process of union in Christ as its paradigm, we realize 
immediately that it is also relevant to an analysis of Maximus’ Christolo- 
gy, and we are further allowed to draw the conclusion that according to 
Maximus there exists thus such a relationship of polarity between God 
and man, that the incarnation of God and the deification of man 
condition each other mutually. It is, in fact, it seems, a reciprocity of this 
kind which the term perichoresis, developed on the basis of the formula- 
tions of Chalcedon, is intended to express. Man becomes god as it were, 
in proportion to God's becoming man, and he is elevated for God's sake 
to the extent to which God has emptied himself, without change, and 
accepted human nature.^ 

Consequently Maximus can—in quite paradoxical terms—speak of 
a “blessed inversion” (коАй ёутиттрофӣ), an active polarity, which 
makes God become man thanks to the deification of man, and makes 
man become god thanks to God’s becoming man.” In the same way 
man’s kenosis in relation to his passions is proportioned to God’s kenosis 
in his becoming man, and the contraction (ототоЛп), through which 
God, for his own sake, holds man to himself, corresponds to the 
expansion (дгаотоЛт), through which he has come down to this world for 
man's sake." 

$ Amb 10; PG 91, 1113 BC. For the translation, see SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, 
p. 144.— This passage will be interpreted from other aspects in ch. III: A, 4 (see p. 126 f.) 
and in ch. VI: 10 and 11 (see pp. 426 and 431 f. below). 

в Amb 60; PG 91, 1385 BC. This is really no form of docetism but a broadly 
elaborated Chalcedonian theology. 

6 Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 C. 


$66 OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 32 f. 
67 Amb 33; PG 91, 1288 A. 
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| Against what we have said so far one might object, that we have dealt 
with statements about deification, i.e. with the appropriation of the 
divine work of salvation by the believer, when we have tried to prove the 
general, and Christological, importance of the formulas of reciprocit 
The close relationship between these statements and Christolo is 
certainly quite evident in itself, but if the polarity which is Sidon 
through "the formula of reciprocity" is really intended to be a further 
elaboration of Chalcedonian Christology, we should have expected this 
formula to have been used also to express the preservation of the indi- 
viduality of each of the natures. In fact, we do not find that this is so 

‘To this objection we may answer, however, that there are in Maximus’ 
writings, in fact, other expressions than the tantum-quantum formula 
which are related to this polarity between human and divine.® A very 
characteristic Synonym is for example provided by the expression 
соб-рехри, as it is used in Th Pol 8, and that in a context of the kind we 
are looking for.” For there we read, in reference to the Tome of Leo, that 
the unity between divine and human is safeguarded precisely through the 
preservation of the difference between them. We learn that the union of 
the two opposites is a fact, only so long as (€ws-uéxpi) their natural 
difference (бьафора) is preserved (adero). Their unity is thus not 
threatened by the fact that there is neither confusion nor change; on the 
contrary, precisely the fact that each nature preserves its own character 
and develops its activity in accordance with it guarantees their insepara- 
ble and indivisible union. The Christological insights of Chalcedon could 
not have been more strongly expressed in a single formula than by this 
ews-pexpt. And at the same time the close relationship between this 
expression and the more well-known Maximian “formula of reciprocity” 
has become evident.” 


But then there is no reason either to suppose that this faithful attitude 


Fame ae Исе 
" Thal 39; © Leni a deification one should refer to the expression ката драЛоугат 
91, 97 А. The importance of this passage within th i 
theology has been recognized by уом ВО (KL? р. 254), оа 
the striking character of the formula itself (KL?, p. 259). He has, however not drawn the 
wider consequences which we are invited to draw, when we see this expression as а Syno- 
nym of the tantum quantum formula. The originality which Maximus manifests at this 
point bas been brought forward in a far stronger way by J. TERNus, Das Seelen- 


а Са M Jesu. Problemgeschichtlich-systematische Untersuchung, Chalk 3, 


А PG 91, 96 D-97 A. 

MC also Ep 15; PG 91 560 A: ore каб oc é : =? А By es 
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to Chalcedon disappears, when Maximus in some texts is more con- 
cerned with the aspect of unity than with that of difference. We have, in 
fact, seen that to him unity presupposes the preservation of the 
characteristics of each nature, indeed, that the unity with which he is 
concerned is precisely that unity which exists only when this requirement 
is fulfilled. As a matter of fact, such characteristic Maximian terms as 
theandric (деотудриков) and identity (ravrorns), ambiguous in themselves, 
acquire their richness and importance precisely through this personal 
Chalcedonian interpretation. We shall give just a few indications to 
demonstrate this fact. 

As regards the term theandric, the most interesting text is to be found 
in Amb 5. There Maximus discusses in detail Ps.-Denis' Ep. 4, to Gaius," 
and not least its much debated expression “new theandric energy" (7 
kawy Өєаубрикі &vépyeu),"? falsely and tendentiously changed by Cyrus 
into “опе theandric energy” (ша... &vépyew)," a falsification, howev- 
er, which Maximus does not even mention in Amb 5.5 In Amb 5—as in 
Th Pol 7— Maximus argues that Ps.-Denis' expression should be inter- 
preted as divine and human energy in co-operation, and not as a mixed 
form of both.” For this reason Ps.-Denis does not in fact speak of one 
energy but of a new energy. This “newness” expresses the aspect of unity, 
but the unity with which we are concerned at this point is not a matter of 
arithmetic, Maximus makes clear." 

In accordance with this interpretation Maximus also shows in this 
whole section of Amb 5 that he is particularly concerned to emphasize 
both the duality of the unity and the aspect of unity 1n relation to the 
duality of Christ's activity. A number of clear and striking expressions 
may be noticed here:” 1) that Christ is in virtue of the hypostatic union a 
“man above man” (trep àtvOporov àv6pcrros) (the same expression 15 
found also in Ps.-Denis); 2) that there is a difference between the logoi 


2 PG 3, 1072 A-C. 

9 PG 3, 1072 С. 

"^ See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 113, n. 17. Sergius tried for some time to 
make this expression, in its falsified form, a basis for union (so in the Alexandrian Union of 
633); cf. W. ELERT, Der Ausgang der altkirchlichen Christologie, Berlin 1957, pp. 228 f. and 
231. 

15 That he knew of the falsification becomes indirectly apparent from what he says in 
ThPol 7; PG 91, 85 A, where the same text is discussed. Cf. also the Scholia to Ps.-Denis; 
PG 4, 533 BC. 

16 PG 91, 1056 B. On the theandric dimension generally, see my study Man and the 
Cosmos, pp. 71-91. 

п ThPol 7; PG 91, 85 A. This problem has been analysed by A. Riou, Le monde . . . , 
pp. 73-121. On the relationship between Maximus and Ps.-Denis, see also E. BELLINI, 
Maxime interprète . . . , іп HEINZER-SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 37—49. 

в See PG 91, 1056 А-С. 
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according to nature (ої ката фоси Adyou), implying the preservation of 
the natures and their characteristics, and the ‘supernatural’ modes (ot 
bmep фбс тобто), implying that the natures, from Ше point of view of 
their activity, in virtue of their union transcend, as it were, their own 
boundaries; 3) that the aspect of reciprocity implies that the sufferings of 
Christ take place “in a divine mode" (деко), since they are freely 
accepted, while, on the other hand, the divine acts of Christ are made “in 
a human mode" (дудротакоз), since they are made in flesh; 4) that the 
hypostatic union, for this reason, implies that there is no longer a “теге 
man" (Чилов аувротоз) or a “naked God" (yvuvos Фед); 5) that the 
divine energy is, therefore, “humanized” (дъдродесса)); 6) and, finally 

that the theandric process implies that the divine and the human energy 
effect together, in a manner which is at the same time both divine and 
human (0eikos ёра кой dvdpixws), that which belongs to human and 
divine nature as such. 

It seems self-evident, precisely in this context, that what is really 
important to Maximus is to apply the attributes of both natures in 
relation to their common unity, though, of course, always without change 
or confusion. In other words, it is only against this background that the 

application of the idea of communicatio idiomatum becomes meaningful 

to him. Now he is free to say, without causing any misunderstanding, that 

God may also be called passible (табптёѕ). Th Pol 9 is a text which 

provides very good examples of this mutual application of attributes,” 

and there we learn too—in reference to Gregory Nazianzen—that what 

belongs to man is in Christ not effected “according to man” (ката 

Оубремтот) and what belongs to God not "according to god" (ката 

0cóv)—a negative equivalent, as we see, of what is formulated in positive 

terms in Amb 5.9 And in another text Maximus professes, in a similar 

and characteristic way, that what is unlimited (the divine) is co-limited 

with that which is limited (the human), while that which is limited (the 

human) is developed according to the measurements of infinity.?! 

This is, thus, the “ineffable mode of mutual adhesion” with which 
Maximus is so intensely concerned. It is, however, itself paradoxical, a 
mystery, which it manifests through its power to transcend the bound- 
aries of the unified elements while keeping them entirely intact.9 This 


mystery of hypostatic union—on the basis of the polarity and reciprocal 


I PG 91, 120 B: ra 8nróv—àma61; актотоу--ктотби,;  Tepvypamróv— 
a Е EE P d ж " а 2 РЧ 
y^ PG 91. 120 ee OUPQVLOV, OpOWLEVOV— VOOUL.EVOV and XopnTOV — ахорттог. 
*! See Ep 21; PG 91, 604 B. 
2 See Amb 5; PG 91, 1056 D-1057 A. 
8 Cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ? p. 211. 


36 Chapter One: The Christological Background 


relationship between human and divine—Maximus now calls "identity" 
(ravrórns), a word which can be easily misunderstood, if it 18 separated 
from the context which we have now indicated, and which, therefore, one 
should avoid translating simply as "identity" (though this is the original 
sense of the word)—as von Balthasar has correctly argued— but per- 
haps as “unified preservation” or by a similar expression." For this 
term is qualified by Maximus as “ап entirely unchangeable identity 
(&rapáAAakros Ev Brows ravrórns).^ One has thus to conclude that this 15 
an "identity", which implies precisely that the elements preserve and 
develop their own identity in virtue of their unity. In accordance with 
this understanding Maximus also defines tavrorns as un- 
changeableness" (впарайЛо а), i.e. within its own unity. | 

Thus here again we find a reference back to Chalcedonian theology, 
which clearly shows where Maximus stands 1n relation to the latter in his 
own speculation about perichoresis and communicatio idiomatum. 
Maximus' faithfulness to the Chalcedonian insights implies that he 
develops the content of its formulations to a point where their inner 
tensions are reconciled in the acknowledgement of a Christological 


mystery of unity in diversity. 


B. Maximus and the Neo-Chalcedonian 
Position 


Hans Urs von Balthasar, in the second edition of his important study of 
Maximus, Kosmische Liturgie, emphasizes, among other things, that 
Maximus’ relationship to Neo-Chalcedonian theology has not yet been 
studied by scholars, though, as he points out, it would now be possible to 
do so, since the hypothesis put forward by Loofs regarding the connec- 
tion between the different writers called Leontius has been effectively 
disposed of. Since we have tried in the first part of this chapter to 
analyse some aspects of Maximus' Christology which clearly show the 
character of his dependence upon the formulas and the theological 
insights of the Council of Chalcedon, it is obviously also of importance 
that we should try, if possible, to find out in what direction the 
investigations which von Balthasar suggests could perhaps lead us. We 
shall not be able here to do more than give a few indications concerning 
Maximus' relationship to Neo-Chalcedonian theology; we hope, howev- 
в On the ambiguity of the word ravrórns, see VON BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 231 f. 


85 Amb 10; PG 91, 1189 A (here used as a more general cosmic law). 
86 See VON BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 13. 
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er, to show that he was aware of this relationship, not only because of his 
faithfulness to the Council of Constantinople, where this theology was 
victorious, but also as a result of a theological reflection on the-problems 
raised by the positions of the/Neo-Chalcedonian theologians themselves. 

The concept of a Neo-Chalcedonian theology has only fairly recently 
been introduced into the historical surveys of 6th century Christian 
doctrine. It would, however, take us too far afield to give a detailed 
account of the scholarly discussion which eventually led to the establish- 
ment of this concept. In fact, a general summary of this discussion has 
already been presented in a Bonn dissertation, published by S. Helmer in 
1962.8 Let us then simply indicate some essential elements of the 
thought of this school of theology—which in part are also to be found in 
the formulations of Constantinople in 553—by which Maximus’ own 
relationship to it may be judged. 

The concept of Neo-Chalcedonianism was originally suggested by J. 
Lebon, who used it in his book on Severian monophysitism to denote a 
particular group of Chalcedonian theologians, in whom he had noticed 
two characteristic features: first, they referred widely to the writings of 
Cyril of Alexandria, whose ambiguous Christological formulations they 
tried to harmonize with those of Chalcedon, and secondly, they used 
philosophy of an Aristotelian variety in order to construct a scientific 
theology of the Incarnation.* Lebon's suggestions were further devel- 
oped especially by Ch. Moeller, who tried to trace the Neo-Chalcedonian 
stream of thinking so far back (till before Chalcedon), that the concept 
itself threatened to lose its meaning.” 


87 S. HELMER, Der Neuchalkedonismus. Diss. Bonn 1962. 

* Leson, Le monophysisme sévérien. Diss. Louvain 1909. For the summary of Lebon's 
position, cf. M. RicHARD, Le Néo-chalcédonisme, MSR 3 (1946), p. 157.—A more precise 
definition was presented by Lebon five years later, when he stated that Neo- 
Chalcedonianism is a theological position in the beginning of the 6th century which tries to 
unite and reconcile the seemingly irreconcilable formulas of Cyril and Chalcedon in their 
original sense; see Гевом, Ephrem d'Amid, patriarche d’Antioche (526-44), Mel. d'Hist. 
offerts à Ch. Moeller (1914), p. 213 Е; see also IDEM, Restitutions à Theodoret de Cyr, RHE 
26 (1930), p. 535. 

в Сн. MOELLER, Un représentant de la christologie néo-chalcédonienne au début du 
VI'siécle en Orient, Nephalius d'Alexandrie, RHE 40 (1944-45); pp. 73—140; cf. IDEM, Le 
chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme en Orient de 451 à la fin du УІ siecle, Chalk I, pp. 
637-720.—Independently of Moeller R. V. SELLERS, The Council of Chalcedon, London 
1953, especially pp. 302-350, arrived at a similar result. —A negative attitude to the new 
concept has been expressed particularly by Н. M. DEPEN, Les Trois Chapitres au Concile de 
Chalcédoine, Oosterhaut 1953, and by J.-M. ALonso, En torno al ‘neocalcedonismo’, XV 
Semana Española de teologia, 1956, pp. 329-366.—An inclusive critical evaluation of the 
discussion is given, not only in Helmer's thesis (see note 86), but also by GRILLMEIER, Der 
Neu-Chalkedonismus. Um die Berechtigung eines Neuen Kapitels in der Dogmenge- 
schichte, HJG 77 (1958), pp. 151-166. 
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At this point, however, M. Richard felt obliged to react and tried to 
effect a critical evaluation and a more precise definition of the concept. 
Richard thus resolved that the decisive difference between a Neo- 
Chalcedonian and a strictly Chalcedonian position is the fact that 
the former accepts both the formula “the one incarnate nature of the 
God Logos” (má фдопв то) eov Aóyov сєсаркоџёт)? and the so 
called theopaschite formula, which was derived from Cyril’s 12th 
anathematism,!! while the latter rejects them.? Moeller later accepted 
this position, and in his article in “Das Konzil von Chalkedon" provided 
an even sharper distinction: for a Neo-Chalcedonian position is it not 
sufficient merely to quote these formulas—for this may be done also by 
those outside this group—, but the Christological formulations “one 
nature" and “two natures" must be held together and both be regarded as 
essential for a correct presentation of Christian doctrine.” A further 
characteristic of Neo-Chalcedonian theology is, according to Moeller, 
that it tries—as we may observe in the case of Leontius of Jerusalem —to 
preserve Basil's trinitarian concept of hypostasis and use it in a Christo- 
logical context, in which "hypostasis" is understood as "notae 
individuantes" and the empirical qualities of human nature consequent- 
ly disappear into the hypostasis of the Logos." For this reason, Moeller 
concludes, the possibility cannot be excluded that the roots of 
monenergism and monothelitism are to be found in Neo-Chalcedonian- 
ism rather than in Severian monophysitism.? It should further be 
mentioned that Neo-Chalcedonian theology understood hypostatic un- 
ion as “synthetic” union (€vwors ката обудести), and that it stressed that 
this union is ex duabus naturis as much as it is in duabus naturis." 

Among the representatives of this theological position, which in 
Constantinople in 553 became to a great extent the official position of the 
Church, have been counted such names as Nephalius, John Gram- 
maticus, Ephrem of Antioch, Leontius of Jerusalem (who is to be 
distinguished from Leontius of Byzantium), the emperor Justinian, 
Theodore of Raithu, Eulogius of Alexandria and Ps.-Pamphilus.”’ In this 


3! See Cyril, Ep. 46; PG 77, 241. 

я. Cyril, Ep. 17; PG 77, 121 D. 

92 See RICHARD, art. cit., p. 159. 

93 See MOELLER, Chalk I, p. 666. 

м See MOELLER, Textes *monophysites de Léonce de Jérusalem, ETL 27 (1951), 
p. 471 ff. 

55 See MOELLER, Chalk I, p. 695, n. 167 and p. 720. 

% Cf. e.g. P. GALTIER, L'Occident et le néo-chalcédonisme, Greg 40 (1959), p. 55 and 
also von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 242, n. 4. 

97 See GRILLMEIER, HJG 77 (1958), р. 161. 
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group should also be included John of Skythopolis, the scholiast of 
Ps.-Denis, and Theodore of Pharan, who is, however, according to W. 
Elert to be identified with Theodore of Raithu.” 

Through its victory in 553 Neo-Chalcedonianism has been of the 
greatest importance for the later development of orthodox theology. A 
study of Maximus' relationship to it is, therefore, in itself of great 
interest, and if it is true to say that monenergism and monothelitism both 
have their roots in it, such a study becomes even more important. For if 
Moeller, who has emphasized that this is the background of the two 7th 
century heresies with which Maximus had to fight, is right, it is difficult 
to understand how Maximus could combine faithfulness to the Council 
of Constantinople with an active resistance to these heresies. Knowing 
Maximus' later position and pre-supposing the consistency of his think- 
ing, one would rather expect him to follow the line of a stricter 
Chalcedonian theology and to be restrictive in his attitude towards 
Neo-Chalcedonianism. On the other hand, if it could be sufficiently 
demonstrated that Maximus accepted Neo-Chalcedonianism in an un- 
critical way, one would at least have to admit that Maximus' primary 
hesitation in relation to monenergism and monothelitism, emphasized 
by Grumel and other scholars, had a natural motivation: a common 
theological starting-point. It might further be claimed that there is a 
certain parallelism to be recognized between the emperor Justinian's 
attempts at the unification of the different parties in the 6th century, for 
which a similar theology provided the intellectual presuppositions, and 
the corresponding attempts made by the patriarch Sergius in the 7th 
century. The problem which interests us in this section may thus also be 
able to throw some light upon Maximus' theological methods in that 
complicated historical situation, in which his contribution was made. 

As we shall see later, however, it would be unfair to say that Maximus' 
relationship to Neo-Chalcedonianism could be demonstrated merely by 
showing the character of his faithfulness to the Council of Constantino- 
ple. For, as a matter of fact, the Council of Constantinople did not 
explicitly treat all the questions which had been discussed by the 
Neo-Chalcedonian theologians, nor did it express all the convictions 
which scholars have found to be characteristic of Neo-Chalcedonianism 
asa whole. And Maximus, on the other hand, did not restrict his interest 
in Neo-Chalcedonian formulas and positions to those, which were 

# See ELERT, op. cit. pp. 203-212; cf. also MoELLER, in Chalk I, р. 695, n. 167. Elert 
sees in Theodore of Pharan the theological adviser behind the Alexandrian union of 633, 


who tried for the first time to effect the synthesis between Cyril and Chalcedon by means of 
the Areopagite (see op. cit., p. 228 f.). 
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explicitly treated in Constantinople. In order to give some ideas of 
Maximus' relationship to this stream of thinking as a whole we must, 
therefore, study his position in regard to the most characteristic elements 
of Neo-Chalcedonianism, whether or not expressed in Constantinople. 
At the same time, however, we shall not try to deal here with his 
relationship to the different Neo-Chalcedonian theologians individually, 
which is another, wider and more complicated problem. Let us, thus, use 
some of the characteristic elements in Neo-Chalcedonian theology, 
pointed out by scholars, as a kind of criterion by which to judge 
Maximus’ relationship to this stream of thinking in general. 


1. The position of Cyril of Alexandria in Maximus’ writings 


As an autbority Cyril of Alexandria plays a rather outstanding role in 
Maximus' writings. This fact, however, is not in itself of any decisive 
importance. For already in the 6th century Cyril was frequently cited and 
referred to as an authoritative source of orthodox theology, and his 
position as a cited authority bad certainly been strengthened by the 
references to him in Constantinopolitanum II with its anathemas against 
“the three chapters". In a time when monenergism and monothelitism 
threatened to overrun the Church, unqualified reference to Cyril ought, 
however, to have been more difficult to make. Yet, we can find no 
hesitation on the part of Maximus in this respect. Quotations from Cyril, 
used in ‘monophysite’ and monothelite circles, are also used by 
Maximus, though interpreted by him in an orthodox way. (Even other 
passages from Cyril are quoted to some extent or referred to.) One might 
argue that Maximus was more or less forced to discuss these passages, 
since they were all closely related to the arguments for or against 
monophysitism and monothelitism, but it is at least striking that the 
passages from Cyril which Maximus deals with are given an ener- 
getic and definite interpretation based on what Maximus claims to be 
Cyril’s own intentions. It is, therefore, not altogether easy to under- 
stand Dalmais’ supposition that Maximus’ knowledge of Cyril was de- 
fective.” 

By this period it is, indeed, always uncertain whether a particular 
writer quotes Cyril directly, or uses one of the numerous florilegia, which 
were circulating, but it is nevertheless striking that Maximus claims to 
interpret Cyril in accordance with the latter’s own intentions, while at the 


99 See DaLmals, RAM 29 (1953), p. 133. 
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same time he is aware that those against whom he is fighting also refer to 
Cyril as their authority.! Besides, Maximus himself constructed 
florilegia, in which there are quotations from Cyril, though their number 
is very restricted. In Th Pol 15, which is the most extensive of Maximus? 
florilegia, we find two such quotations,'® and in Th Pol 27, which is a 
florilegium dealing with the problem of the two energies, there are also 
two quotations from Cyril.' It is further to be noticed that Cyril’s 
statements are not only defended and interpreted by Maximus against 
those circles, where Cyril’s words were, in Maximus’ opinion, misused 
but they seem also to have been retained as part of a definite theological 
programme. 

Maximus’ attachment to Cyril is, finally, most remarkable at a 
number of points which had been actualised by Neo-Chalcedonian 
theology, as we shall see in the following paragraphs. 


2. Positive evaluation of Cyril’s expression “one incarnate 
nature of the God Logos" 


This widely debated formulation is discussed by Maximus on several 
occasions. Maximus continues the older fight against monophysitism in 
clear relation to it. He refers directly— particularly in Ep 12 (addressed 
to John the Chamberlain and dated to November-December 641)'9—to 
this formula, as we find it in Cyril's Ep. 2 ad Succensum and in his Ep. ad 
Eulogium,"* and interprets it in a way which harmonizes with an 
orthodox standpoint. Thus according to Maximus Cyril never intended 
to abolish the difference between the natures in Christ after their union 
(€vwois),' as Apollinaris, Eutyches and Severus wished to do,'™ a fact 
which Cyril himself had also quite clearly pointed out." In numerous 
passages in Cyril, Maximus says, it is made clear that he never intended 
to prevent anyone from speaking of two natures also after their union, 
nor wished to do away with the difference between them.' The expres- 


sion which Cyril uses in his letter to Succensus must be understood from 


10 See Ep 12; PG 91, 472 A. 

10 PG 91, 176 ВС. 

0 PG 91, 281 C and 284 C ff. 

03 See SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 45. 
14 PG 77, 241 and 225 В. 

! PG 91, 496 B. 

08 PG 91, 501 D. 

07 PG 91, 472 A and C. 

108 PG 91, 477 D-480 A. 


42 Chapter One: The Christological Background 


the point of view of the fact that this letter was directed against the 
Меѕіогіапѕ.!% 

Also in other places, and earlier, Maximus emphasizes that Ше two 
natures in Christ are “unconfused” even after their union.!'? For one is 
obliged to interpret Cyril’s statements about one nature in Christ in 
accordance with what he says elsewhere and analyse the ambiguous 
formula in the light of the latter. And then it becomes evident, Maximus 
shows, that human nature is also regarded by Cyril as intact and perfect 
even after the union.!!! With the expression “incarnate” (оеоаркоцетт) 
Cyril has in fact denoted human nature, for man consists of flesh (aapé) 
and an intelligible soul (ұл voepá).!? According to Cyril, Maximus 
argues, the Incarnation is the union between the Logos and a flesh which 
possesses an intelligible and reasonable soul (voepa те кол Лоужт jux), 
and thus the word “incarnate” in the formula simply denotes “the 
substance of our nature" (Я THs каб huas фбоешв obaia).''? This is an 
interpretation of Cyril which is obviously also intended to be in harmony 
with the text of the 4th anathema of the Council of Constantinople." 
The same conviction is further expressed by Maximus in the important 
Ep 12, where we learn that “humanity” (@v@pw7orns) according to Cyril 
is “flesh intelligibly inanimated” (оёрё |фухореуп Лоужов), and thus in 
the expression “‘one incarnate nature of the God Logos” both natures are 
denoted through “name” (дуоро) and “limiting definition” (opos). 
Зуоцо is indicated through the words “the one nature of the Logos", for 
through them Cyril mentions both that which is common to the 
substance and that which is individual in relation to the hypostasis, and 
ров is indicated through the word “incarnate”, for the latter denotes 
human nature.!'P 

It is, thus, obvious that this much discussed formula in Cyril is, in 
Maximus’ mind, so resistant to a monophysite interpretation, that it 
provides rather a perfect description of the relationship in Christ 
between two natures which remain intact. A Neo-Chalcedonian interest, 
that of preserving Cyril's expression as an alternative formula, therefore 
receives here in a way which is characteristic of Maximus, a precise 
interpretation which is at the same time strictly Chalcedonian. And at 
the same time, pia, formally related to gious, seems to be identified by 

9 PG 9], 481 В. 

10 See Ер 15; PG 91, 565 C. For the dating of this letter, see SHERWOOD, OD. СИ., p. 40. 

! Ep 12; PG 91, 496 C. 

12 грд 

пз Ep 13; PG 91, 525 А. 


14 See Concil. Oecumen, Decr., p. 91. 
15 PG 91, 501 ВС. 
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Maximus—in a way which reminds us of Cyril himself— with pia 
ртоотаолв. 


3. The expressions "one nature" and "two natures", correctly 
understood, are complementary to each other 


This position also, characteristic of Neo-Chalcedonianism, is found in 
Maximus, though not very often. In this context there are two texts 
particularly, which call for our attention. Thus Maximus emphasizes in 
Ep 12 that the expression "two natures" is used when one wishes to point 
out that there 1s a difference between the natures even after their union 
but speaks about one incarnate nature, when reference is given to the 
ineffable way in which the mystery of their union in Christ is realized.!!6 
And in Ep 18 we recognize a dialectic which seems to be very much 
influenced by Neo-Chalcedonianism in general, and is also clearly 
attached to the Council of Constantinople. We learn in this letter that just 
as one who does not profess that Christ is one incarnate nature of the God 
Logos on the basis of the hypostatic union, provided that it is correctly 
understood in Cyril's own way, does not believe that this union has really 
taken place, so likewise one who does not confess two natures after their 
union, two natures of which Christ now is, cannot really make clear that 
the difference (sc. between the two natures) is preserved.! As we see, 
Maximus establishes here too a very characteristic relationship between 
the two aspects, in that he says not only that they are acceptable or 
necessary alternatives but also that they are mutually dependent. 


4. Hvypostatic and "synthetic" union 


In the formulations of Chalcedon the expression “hypostatic union" 
(7015 каб brocraciw) was missing, but in Constantinople it was 
accepted in Cyril's version, introduced into the 4th anathema and there 
identified with "synthetic" union (росс кота обудести).!# Maximus is 
faithful to this understanding. Thus he underlines e.g. in Ep 12 that the 
union of human and divine in Christ is каб блботаси,!! and in Ep 18 
the formula €vwors каб ётбӧотасир is obviously taken for granted.!? 


This fact is, of course, in no sense surprising, but we also find that he 


16 PG 91, 477 B. 

17 PG 91, 588 B. 

ив Concil. Oecumen. Decr., p. 91; cf. Anath. 8, ibid., p. 93 f. 
9 PG 91, 481 D f. 

20 PG 91, 588 B. 
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understands both the unity of body and soul in man and the union of 
divine and human in Christ as a оъдеопв.!?! This last term is at the same 
time free from any associations with the concept of mixture in the sense 
of confusion. For it is, according to Maximus, characteristic of every 
kind of “synthesis” that it is a unity which, though inseparable, allows 
for a true fulfillment of the individuality of its elements.!? We may, thus, 
once more conclude that Maximus uses what may be called a Neo- 
Chalcedonian terminology with a certain (Chalcedonian) strictness in its 
application. In the same direction it is obvious also that his interpreta- 
tion of Cyril is to be found. 


5. Christ is said to be not only “in duabus naturis" but also 
"ex duabus naturis" 


It was important to Neo-Chalcedonianism to underline that the Incarna- 
tion in Christ implied the rise of a new unity. For that reason they were 
particularly eager to emphasize the expression “ех duabus naturis" in 
this context. Maximus is acquainted with this tendency also, though he 
seems more hesitant here to accept the Neo-Chalcedonian position than 
at the other points we have mentioned. This hesitation may to some 
extent be due to the formulations of the Council of Chalcedon where 
both expressions were avoided.! Maximus has obviously no difficulties 
in using the expression ovvects ёк,!2* but he is at the same time very 
careful not to emphasize the unity at the expense of the importance of the 
elements. In Ep 13 he manifests once more his dialectical capacity in 
precisely this context, when he underlines that in the same way as one 
professes that Christ is “of two natures” (ёк 600 фбоешт) as the whole 15 
“of its parts" (ёк шєроу), so likewise one believes, when one says that 
Christ even after the union of the two natures is “in two natures" (èv 600 
gicectv), that he is “in divinity and humanity" (Ер дедтпт. кой 
ёудротоӧттті) as the whole is present in its parts.'^ Maximus’ eagerness 

21 See Ep 12; PG 91, 496 A. See further on Maximus’ use of this analogy ch. III: A, 1; 
pp. 99-104 below. To this whole problem and its background, see HEINZER, Op.cil., pp. 
94-108. Cf. also K.-H. UTHEMANN, Das anthropologische Modell..., іп HEINZER- 


SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 223-233. 

12 See Ep 13; PG 91, 521 C and von BarrHasAR's summarizing treatment of the 
concept in KL?, pp. 57-66. 

23 Cf. SELLERS, The Council of Chalcedon, p. 344, n. 4. 

124 We find it e.g. in Ep 12; PG 91, 496 A. 

25 PG 91, 524 D-525 A. For a general discussion of the doctrine of the two natures in 
Christ, see Рівет, op.cit, pp. 203-239. Cf. also PiRET, Christologie et théologie 
trinitaire . . . , in HEINzER-SCHÓNBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 215-222. 
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not to stress the concept of “ех duabus naturis" to such an extent as to 
diminish the importance of “in duabus naturis" is rather characteristic 
of his whole attitude. For to him, as we have seen, the emphasis on the 
unity between the elements in Christ is intimately connected with, and 
even dependent on, an equal emphasis on the preservation of these 
elements. If Sherwood is right in dating Ep 13 to a comparatively early 
period in Maximus’ life, it is obvious that Maximus’ interest in and use 
of Neo-Chalcedonian formulations does not imply any inclination to be 
favourable to the possible “heretical” consequences of this theological 
tendency, for which they are an expression. The unity which exists in 
Christ is to him a mystery, the mysterious character of which can be 
upheld only if the emphasis on this unity is not allowed to violate the 
integrity of its constituent elements. The formula “ех duabus naturis" 
thus to him expresses this unity as а new, overwhelming fact, while “in 
duabus naturis”? expresses precisely the mystic character of this union. 


6. "One energy" 


The kind of interpretation of Cyril which Maximus uses in regard to texts 
quoted by ‘monophysite’ circles, he also uses mutatis mutandis in 
relation to Cyril's statements concerning one energy (uia &vepyewa). The 
most important monothelite quotation from Cyril was the expression 
“опе connatural energy in (or through) duality” (ша те кої avyyevns де 
дрфоги &vépyeua),"5 which was frequently referred to together with 
Ps.-Denis' expression “Ше new (falsified to “опе”) theandric energy". 
Both these formulas are treated in detail by Maximus and are given an 
orthodox interpretation. For a study of his relationship to Neo- 
Chalcedonian tendencies it is, however, sufficient to analyse his treat- 
ment of Cyril’s text. 

Maximus uses a method, according to which he derives the true 
interpretation of Cyril's words from his understanding of "substance" 
(ovoia) and "nature" (qois). Thus, Maximus refers in Th Pol 7 to a 
passage in Cyril, which is supposed to show that the expression “опе 
will" could be used by Cyril only in reference to one and the same 
substance.'?5 In his florilegium Th Pol 27 Maximus further provides а 

126 „Тя Ioann. 4; PG 73, 577 CD; сЕ. also HEFELE, Conciliengeschichte 3, p. 115. 

127 See p. 34 above; cf. also HEFELE, op. cit., p. 116 f. 

18 PG 91, 81 A. The quotation is from Cyril, In Ioann. 10 and belongs to those texts 
which are only preserved in a fragmentary form. It reads: Мав yap ovaías, ви 81) kai то 


6€A nya. This formulation was referred to also at the 6th ecumenical Council, see Actio 10, 
Мама, 11, ch. 416. 
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longer quotation from Cyril, where the latter combines the concepts of 
nature and substance with that of energy. ? Оп the basis of this 
conviction it is relatively easy for Maximus to claim that Cyril has in fact 
taught the “coexistence” (ovugvia) and “union” (€vwors) of energies 
each of which related to its own nature. For on the one hand God has 
become flesh, and the energy which is linked with flesh is thereby made 
“divine” without ceasing to be what it is in itself, and on the other hand it 
should also be said that the Logos has become man and performs his 
divine work in a human manner." It is, thus, according to Maximus no 
mixed energy which Cyril wished to affirm but simply a perichoresis 
between divine and human energy. Each energy remains what it is, at the 
same time as it so to speak transcends itself. 

It follows from this that Maximus in the disputation with Pyrrhus is 
able to press his interpretation of Cyril's words about the one energy still 
one degree further. Ву “опе energy", Maximus says here, Cyril had not 
wished to maintain that the divinity and humanity of Christ should 
possess one single common energy. What Cyril had wished to emphasize 
was the unity and identity of the divine will itself, with or without the 
flesh. The Father works “in an unembodied way" (дооратез), but the 
incarnate Son has carried out his divine acts “in the body” (соцатикоз), 
i.e. through his connection with his own flesh. In spite of this connection 
there is only one and the same divine energy at work, but at the same 
time, according to Cyril, Christ's works are done д” &udorv.'*' Once 
again, therefore, we meet the question of perichoresis. This implies that 
the divine energy, without losing its identity, can work ошдатикшв. 
This is the sense in which one can speak of one energy. But the human 
energy becomes, as we have seen, "divine", i.e. it can work “in a divine 
manner" (0eixo«), and for this reason one must also speak of two 
energies. Thus just as in the question of the two natures Maximus can 
вау-- a Neo-Chalcedonian way—that both expressions are appropri- 
ate and complementary to each other, but this does not imply, on 
Maximus' part, any monenergetic or monothelite consequences, nor 
even any hesitation in regard to them. 

The expression “one energy” is, therefore, for Maximus just as little 
objectionable in itself, as “опе nature", when rightly explained. Cyril, 

129 PG 91, 284 C-285 A. Among the formulations of this text we also find the following 
one: Та yap тв auras €vepyeios орта, кай TNS айт в ovaías opoAóynra. Cf. also the 
reference to the same view of Cyril given in ThPol 9; PG 91, 125 А and 25; PG 91, 273 A. 

30 ThPol 8; PG 91, 101 AB. 


7! Pyrrh; PG 91, 344 вс. 
32 Cf. the same argument in ThPol 9; 125 АВ. 
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Maximus points out, by his expression evyyevis koi ё” àudorvv 
ётідєдєгушёут uia &vepyeua!? did not wish to abolish the substantial 
difference between the energies which are united to their natures, i.e. the 
natures "of" which and “іп” which the one Christ exists, but only to 
maintain "the constitutive conjunction" (опотаотв) which consists in the 
union in Christ of the energies to the utmost point.!*4 


7. The concept of hypostasis 


In its determination to maintain the Cappadocian concept of hypostasis 
Neo-Chalcedonianism among other things came to define hypostasis as 
notae individuantes. This had the consequence that the concrete 
characteristics of human nature threatened to be swallowed up 1n, or 
mixed with, the divine hypostasis. ? What was Maximus’ reaction to this 
tendency? This question is one of those which must be posed if we are to 
shed light on his relation to Neo-Chalcedonianism. Von Balthasar has 
shown clearly that Maximus 1n his use of the concept of hypostasis has in 
large measure gone further than his predecessors in репега!.!З8 On the one 
hand Maximus can certainly (in a Cappadocian way) define hypostasis as 
a substance with its individual characteristics (обота wera iówop.árov), 
but on the other hand he speaks of a synthetic hypostasis—in itself a 
Neo-Chalcedonian сопсері —1п such a way that, in the case of Christ, it 
can include full humanity, not only the universal human nature but also 
its individual qualities."* The Logos has assumed the flesh in its 
hypostatic “identity” (tavrorns),'” but this fact does not imply that the 
qualities of the human nature are swallowed up by those of the divine 
nature. The hypostasis unites not only two natures but also two modes of 
existence (тротог tràpteows). The hypostasis of Christ, however, is 
unique, and human nature can therefore find its fulfilment precisely in 
relation to this hypostasis. Human nature with its energy and will 15 
maintained and confirmed in synthetic union with the divine nature in 

133 Maximus quotes Cyril's text in a slightly different way at different places. 

l 14 ThPol 7; PG 91, 85 C. The term ототаопв is neutral in this context, and Maximus 
likes to use it to emphasize a bringing together of different or opposite qualities, as e.g. form 
and matter in Char 3. 30; CSC p. 158. On the importance of ThPol 7 in relation to the 
struggle about the wills of Christ, see LETHEL, op.cit., pp. 65-74. 

135 See MOELLER, ETL 27 (1951), p. 469 and 473. 

136 Von BALTHASAR, KL, especially pp. 227, 243 and 247-253. 
37 See Ep 15; PG 91, 557 D. 

P3 Cf. VON BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 227. 


39 Amb 3; PG 91, 1040 C. 
140 Cf, vou BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 242. 
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Christ and is enhypostasized Шете.“! Precisely the fact that this hyposta- 
sis is one and synthetic is thus so far from threatening to swallow up what 
is naturally human, that the latter is fully realized only there. The further 
development of this line of thinking is, however, closely linked with 
Maximus' concept of freedom, which cannot be dealt with here. 

As a general summary of what we have found, we may thus conclude 
that Maximus, already in the earlier period of his activity, consistently 
combines his acceptance of Neo-Chalcedonian formulations and 
positions— whether they are affirmed by the Council of Constantinople 
or not—with a more strict Chalcedonian dialectic, which he develops 
even further at particular points.'? Thus no hesitation in relation to 
monenergism or monothelitism is at this point demonstrable in 
Maximus, in spite of the fact that both these heresies seem to have their 
roots in Neo-Chalcedonian positions. Maximus’ openness to Neo- 
Chalcedonian theology and his faithfulness to the Council of Constantin- 
ople are, as we have seen, in fact combined with a deepened understand- 
ing of the Chalcedonian Christological insights which seems in itself to 
exclude any serious hesitation of this kind. 

M! See Ep 13; PG 91, 532 B and ThPol 4; PG 91, 61 B; cf. voN BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 
243.—On this scheme in general, cf. the clarifying analysis in Pret, op.cit., pp. 157-185. 


42 The so-called Theopaschite formula, unus ex Trinitate passus est, seems to be the 
only Neo-Chalcedonian area of interest, which cannot be traced in Maximus' writings. 





CHAPTER TWO 
The Cosmological Context 





It may seem strange to deal with Maximus’ cosmology after his Christol- 
ogy. Behind this arrangement, however, lies the conviction that Christo- 
logical insights, particularly as they had been expressed in the general 
councils of the Church, are of primary importance to Maximus in the 
development of his theology of creation of which his anthropology, in its 
turn, is the most important part. As we hope to show in this chapter, his 
view of creation is in fact best understood in relation to the central 
dogma of Chalcedonian Christology: the definition of the union of the 
two natures in Christ as without confusion, change, division and 
separation but in mutual communication. This implies that the Christo- 
logical combination of inseparable unity and preserved identity is, in 
Maximus’ view, equally characteristic both of the relationship of God to 
creation and of the different entities of creation in relation to one 
another, though of course, there are other elements of Maximus’ cosmol- 
ogy which do not immediately enter into this perspective. 

A succinct summary of the basic elements of Maximus’ cosmology is 
not easily found in his own writings. The first section of Char 4 may, 
however, serve this purpose to some extent. For this reason we intend to 
use its content as a suitable outline for this chapter. Additional aspects 
will be brought in from elsewhere. 

In this section of Char 4 at least 8 elements of cosmology may be 
distinguished, which can be more or less elaborated in different direc- 
tions in order to give a more complete picture of Maximus’ theology of 
creation. Arranged in a different order than that of Maximus these 
elements (on which Maximus does not dwell very long in the text itself) 
are: 1) creatio ex nihilo, with a particular stress on the aspects of distance 
and difference, which distinguish Creator and creation (4. 1); 2) creation 
because of God’s will (4. 3, 4); 3) creation because of God’s benevolence 
(4.3); 4) creation by the Word (4.3); 5) creation because of God’s 
prudence (4.1); 6) creation as divine condescension introducing an 
element of motion (4.1, 2, 6); 7) every creature composite of substance 
and accident (4.9); 8) creation, not of qualities but of qualified 
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substances, which are, however, in need of divine providence (4. 6, 9, 14). 
In the following subsections we shall deal with them one after the other.! 


1. The creatio ex nihilo idea and other expressions of the 
aspect of differentiation within creation 


That God created the world out of nothing is a conviction affirmed 
throughout orthodox Christian tradition. It expresses the superiority of 
God over against man and all other created beings. God is not in need of 
any pre-existent material in order to create. It expresses the conviction 
that God is the creator of all that is, and is himself in no sense 
subordinated to or dependent on anything else. In this aspect the 
doctrine of creatio ex nihilo is closely related to negative theology, and to 
the conviction that no human categories are capable of expressing the 
mystery of God.’ 

Maximus refers several times explicitly to this doctrine. In Char 4.1 
he praises God that He has brought that which is into existence from 
nothing, and in Amb 7 he not only takes it for granted that God has 
brought things into existence from that which is not,* but also expresses 
the conviction that God has established visible and invisible creation out 
of non-being.? It should further be noted that in another passage of the 
same Amb Maximus gives a definition of réAos as “Ша! for the sake of 
which all things are, though itself for the sake of nothing”, and in 
combination with the affirmation, given later in the same text,’ that this 
end 15 in God alone, these statements show that for Maximus arguments 
of causality and teleology may serve together to underline the absolute 
superiority of God in relation to all else. 

This absolute distance between God and his creation is of the utmost 

1 See CSC, pp. 194-200.—A ninth element ought to have been added here: creation 
takes place within time. It would have given us an opportunity to discuss Maximus’ 
understanding of the created category of time as related to eternity. But since this subject 
would lead us beyond the scope of this chapter, we have decided to leave it out. 

2 For testimonies to the idea of creatio ex nihilo in the early Church, see e.g. Theophilus 
of Antioch, Ad Autolyc. I, 4; PG 6, 1029 B; 2, 10; 1064 B; Irenaeus, Adv. haeres. 2. 10, 4; PG 
7, 736 B; c£. 3. 8, 3; 868 AB; Origen, De princ., praef. 4, GCS Orig. 5, p. 9, 14; Chrysostom, 
In Gen. hom. 2, 2; PG 53, 28 and Augustine, т Io., tract. 42, 10; PL 35, 1703; Conf. 11, 5; 
CSEL 33, 285 and 12, 7; CSEL 33, 314. 

? CSC, p. 194. 

^ PG 91, 1077 С. 

5 PG 91, 1080 A. The same conviction is implied in the very beginning of the same 
text; 1069 B. 


$ PG 91, 1072 C. 
7 PG 91, 1073 В. 
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importance in Maximus' cosmology. The idea of creatio ex nihilo is only 
the most basic expression of it. It corresponds rather closely to the role 
which the concepts of “non-confusion” and “non-change” play in 
Maximus' Christology, and for this reason we shall dwell for some time 
upon some other expressions of the same conception. 


The basic gulf 


Maximus recognizes in principle a basic gulf (yaaa) between created 
and uncreated nature,’ which only the creative will of God can 
overbridge.? Thus not only the economy of salvation, instituted in favour 
of fallen man, but also the primary act of creation is to be seen as an 
expression of God's loving-kindness. For in creation God places over 
against himself a world which is utterly distinct and which he yet intends 
to bring into union with himself without annihilating the difference. On 
the one hand, God must always be recognized as a sovereign God, but on 
the other, the biblical evaluation of creation in its multiplicity as 
essentially good must not be denied. From these presuppositions 
Maximus is bound to rule out the Origenist myth of a prehistoric fall, 
which caused God to create the empirical world, and at the same time to 
preserve all the apophatic terminology of the Areopagite. A sharp 
distinction and a positive relationship between earthly creation and its 
creator must go together, a double prerequisite which is thus for 
Maximus cosmological as well as Christological. And the work of 
unification, of overcoming the distance without letting it disappear, is to 
him God's alone, for only God's nature can remain unaffected by such a 
concern. 

This basic conviction 15, as we have said, expressed not only through 
the idea of creatio ex nihilo or of the fundamental gulf between created 
and uncreated, but also in a number of terms, which, as we shall see, are 
to a surprisingly large extent primarily or at least secondarily Christologi- 
cal. 


Atadopa, difference 


seems to be Ше most general of these terms. It had been used e.g. in Ше 
Christological conflicts, not least by Cyril of Alexandria, who had 


admitted a dtadopa but no бьофреов in Christ," and had also been 


в Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, pp. 89 and 161. 
? C£. ibid., p. 111. 
V Scholia de incarn.; PG 75, 1385 C; cf. also Adv. Nestor. 2, 6; PG 76, 85 B. 
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quoted in the creed of Chalcedon in its affirmation of the remaining 
Stadhopa of the two natures in Christ after their hypostatic union.'' But 
on the other band, Ps.-Denis seems to have used the word in a wider 
cosmological sense, speaking of Sta@opai as characteristic of all things in 
mutual relationship to one another within a whole," and also about a 
general difference of being (то rns оботав дийфорот).3 

This general sense of the word, however, actualizes the way in which 
Leontius of Byzantium had made use of the concept of дьафорд. Building 
chiefly, it seems, on Porphyry —for whom the word denoted not only all 
differences between things but also the difference between various 
species, and who had divided the latter type of бьафорай into ототатко! 
(those which concern characteristics as coming together into one particu- 
Jar species) and ĝiarperikai (those characteristics into which a particular 
species may be differentiated) — Leontius likewise used the concept to 
denote all kinds of difference in the world of things," and also in 
reference to the characteristic marks of one particular species. He even 
knows the term ovoratixat dtadopai.'> 

All these predecessors have probably had a certain influence on 
Maximus in relation to this term. Maximus himself speaks of at least 
two kinds of dtadopa: a difference of substance or nature (dtadopa 
ovai@dns),'® which remains for ever, and a difference of will among men 
which is called to disappear in a harmony of will," the first, thus, being of 
an ontological and the second of a moral character. 

The first Maximian type of дбьафора is, of course, first of all used in his 
Christology. Thus Maximus, like Cyril, makes a clear-cut distinction 
between бьафорд and ówipeois?—a distinction which shows that 
Porphyry's óux$opà дьореткт could no longer have been used in a 
positive sense—and affirms with Cyril and Chalcedon that the бьафора 
between the two natures in Christ is preserved (оф еодан, notice the 


и See Concil. Oecumen. Decr., p. 62, 35 Ё; cf. Cyril, Ep. 4 ad Nestor.; PG 77, 45 С. 

2 De div. nom. 8, 9; PG 3, 897 C; cf. 12, 4; 972 В. 

3 De eccles. hier. 4. 3, 1; PG 3, 473 C; cf. De div. nom. 5, 8; 824 В; his use of the term, 
however, is less fixed than von BALTHASAR seems to suggest; see KL’, (GLDG 8,3), p. 40 f. 

^ Epilysis; PG 86: 2; 1921 C. 

5 See Trig. cap. 23; PG 86: 2; 1909 A; cf. J. P. JuNGLas, Leontius von Byzanz (FLDG 
8.3), Paderborn 1908, p. 70 f. 

1 ThPol 14; PG 91, 149 D. 

V Thal 2; CCSG 7, p. 51. 

18 To these may be added a third kind: a difference of persons (Stadopa просотикп), 
used in the Trinitarian context, see Ep 15; PG 91, 553 П.--дафорд of the persons of the 
Holy Trinity is also used by e.g. Basil, see Adv. Eun. 1, 19; PG 29, 556 B; cf. Ps.-Cyril, De 
sacros. Trin. 10; PG 77, 1144 A. 

3 Ер 12; PG 91, 469 АВ. 
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double sense of this word, "save" and "preserve", frequently used in later 
Christology) even after they have been united into one hypostasis.” This 
ua opá is thus ката фоси?! or кат офотат.2 In Chalcedonian terms it is 
also called an дотухутов ё:афора? —and as such it denotes the preserva- 
tion of each nature in Christ^— though it is no more a naked difference, 
YAN дгафора, because there is a living relationship established between 
human and divine nature in Christ.” 

From there Maximus, however, goes on, it seems, to use this concept 
of ó.a opa of nature in a more general, cosmological or anthropological, 
sense. In fact, one does not always know from the beginning whether 
Maximus intends a Christological statement or not, for he speaks 
frequently in quite general terms about these subjects. Thus he defines 
бафора obaiwdns, which is the opposite of уос otowoóns, but is an 
equivalent of бгафора as it was understood by Porphyry and Leontius, as 
a principle (Aoyos) according to which обота ог dvais remain altogether 
undiminished and unchanged (трєттоѕ), unconfused and unmixed 
(дотухитоз),28 or as a principle according to which diversity in relation to 
others (€repdrns) is preserved. It may be used both in relation to God and 
the divine, and between different kinds of created beings. As in the case 
of Christ it may also, in this context, be said of a deified Christian, that 
the д:афора between human and divine remains &ovyyvrTos.”’ 

About this бгафорд, which is a general characteristic of the created 
world in comparison with the divine and uncreated, Maximus states that 
it is constitutive (cvoarukT) and distinctive (афоротакт), which is not 
only to say that it will never disappear, but also—and more important — 
that it has a positive sense, in so far as it is an expression of God's 
purpose. This immutability of nature and essence Maximus contrasts 

2 See e.g. ibid.; 91, 472 D. 

21 Ep 15; PG 91, 556 A. 

2 Ibid.; 561 AB. 

3 Ep 13; PG 91, 521 С. 

^ Ep 15; PG 91, 556 B. 

8 Ep 12; PG 91, 473 A; cf. ThPol 2; PG 91, 41 AB. As VON BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 255, has 
pointed out, this fact is a presupposition of Maximus’ development of the mepexópnors idea 
(see also ch. I above). 

26 ThPol 14; PG 91, 149 D. 

2 See e.g. ThPol 20; PG 91, 233 C and 236 B. On the Christological importance of this 
opuscula, see further LÉTHEL, op. cit., pp. 74-77. 

2 See ThPol 21; PG 91, 249 C; cf. Amb 67; PG 91, 1400 C. афориотік? seems here to 
be the Maximian equivalent of Porphyry's dtatperixy; for this aspect Leontius, however— 
possibly for reasons of Christology—also uses the term ovoratixy (Trig. cap. 13; PG 86:2; 
1909 A).— Von BALTHASAR (who does not refer to Leontius at this point) has dwelt 


considerably upon this positive sense, which to him is one of the most characteristic 
features of Maximus’ theology, see KL’, pp. 63 f. and 117; cf. pp. 153, 258 and 327. 
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with i66rys, which is the individualizing element and thus not general 
but partial (иерьк?).2 

We see clearly, how the aspects of unity and differentiation are 
carefully kept together by Maximus at all levels, in Christology and 
cosmology alike: the concept of difference (дьафора) unifies in fact all 
created beings, though they are individually differentiated. God alone is 
supremely elevated above all дьафорд and 8t&kpwanis, and yet as Creator 
of all he permits rational beings to be partakers of him.” This double 
implication of a difference characteristic of creation— which comes very 
close to the Christological formulas— Maximus develops at length in 
various texts. Thus we learn in Myst 2 that creation, which consists of 
visible and invisible beings,?! is one and not as such divided together with 
its different parts. The very difference (6.0 opá) of its parts according to 
their natural оти is circumscribed by its relation (ёуафора) to its own 
unity.? And in Amb 7 Maximus emphasizes that difference (дгофора) 
and diversity (zrouxtAia) are characteristic of the world of created beings, 
but manifest themselves in such a way that the one Logos is recognized as 
many Аёуогіп the indivisible difference (дбьойретов диафора) of creation, 
because of the unconfused individuality (досухутов 16:0ттпѕ) of all 
beings— though, on the other hand, the different Aoyou may be seen as 
the one Logos thanks to the relationship (&vacopá), which exists between 
him and all that is unconfused (&ovyyvrov).” 

Thus, according to Maximus, in God's creation difference conditions 
unity and unity difference, just as they do in Christ.“ The same 
theological principle is, finally, very well illustrated in section 41 of Amb 
10, where the relationship of unities to parts, and of parts to one another 
is described with the same complicated dialectic, including Christologi- 
cal terms. There is, Maximus says, a convergence (avvvevors) of the parts 
towards the unities and a corresponding unity (€voots) of Ше unities 
in relation to the parts, and in the mutual relationship of the parts to 
one another there is noticeable not only: an unmixed differentiation 
(дийкриолз) according to the individualizing difference (дгафора) of each 
of them, but also an unconfused unity (&atvyyvros €vwous) according to 
their immutable identity (ravrérns) in general.” 

2 'ThPol 21; PG 91, 249 С. 

32 Amb 7; PG 91, 1080 AB. 

у Myst 2; PG 91, 668 С. 

2 PG 91, 669 В. 

3 Amb 7; PG 91, 1077 C. 

4 Cf. the same kind of polarity between та kaĝóàov and та jepucá in Amb 10; PG 91, 


1169 C. | 
3 Amb 10; PG 91, 1188 С-1189 A. Cf. also ch. VI, 9; pp. 398-404 below. 


The creatio ex nihilo idea 55 


дгафора in God's creation is thus an established order, safeguarding 
both variations and unity within a creation, distinct from its Creator. It 
is finally a matter of divine providence and reveals a judgment, according 
to which God is manifest as a wise distributor of appropriate Лоуов,?? 

The second type of difference, that of will and mind (дьафора 
yvopak1) is less treated by Maximus—there are other terms which 
express this kind of differentiation in a better way. It is clear, however, 
that it mostly denotes a lack of harmony, e.g. between parts and their 
universals, 1.e. a situation where only the differentiation but not the unity 
is manifested and the double aspect has disappeared.?? However, to such 
a difference between individuals, which is relative to their different lives 
and bebaviour, minds and decisions, desires, understanding, needs, 
habits and ideas", there also corresponds wisely a multiform, divine 
providence.? Thus even here a positive principle of unity in diversity 
finally enters into the picture. 


Awxipeots, division 


Our next key-term 15 the negative equivalent of the concept of difference, 
for difference of nature or substance does not necessarily imply division. 
It is not a constitutive element of creation and is thus not positively 
related to the doctrine of creatio ex nihilo. We have chosen to mention it 
here, however, just to point out how it is contrasted with the positive 
concept of difference. Ssaipeors is ruled out, when separate natures or 
entities are positively related to one another. This 1s again a conviction 
based on Christology: the unity of human and divine in Christ, in the 
words of Chalcedon, is acknowledged “without division", àóiauperas. 
(At the council of Constantinople in 553 &uípeots in Christ was expressly 
rejected.) As a non-constitutive element of fallen creation, division 
should thus not be confused with difference, but rather be abolished 
through man's restoration and deification in Christ. 

This understanding of ótaípeats (in contrast to ё:афора) had in fact 
been worked out within orthodox Christology, but the monophysites do 
not seem to have accepted it. Already Gregory Nazianzen had been eager 
to stress that there is in Christ no S:aipects in the Arian sense, and that 
dvaipeoes in Christ does not imply estrangement (&AAotpiwars).” And 


3$ This order is, of course, also to be regarded as a preparation for its confirmation in 


Christ. 


? Amb 10; PG 91, 1133 CD. 

3% See Thal 2; CCSG 7, p. 51. 

3 Amb 10; PG 91, 1192 D-1193 A. 
Ф Or. 39, 11; PG 36, 348 A. 
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more important, Cyril of Alexandria in relation to Christ, had not only 
rejected а фосик? Siaipecis,*! but also distinguished between an accepta- 
ble бгафорд“ and a rejectable Suaipeots.*? Maximus, in a characteristic 
way, uses this traditional thinking also in his general cosmological and 
anthropological understanding. 

бьойреопв is thus to Maximus never constitutive of creation. Before he 
enters into its Christological consequences he may e.g. make a strictly 
terminological definition of дьареов in contrast with дьафорд. That 
which is subject to дьафорд is just distinguished and determined by it, for 
it shows how things are constituted, but that which is subject to Siaipeous 
is cut in pieces, and things are separated from one another by it.“ In his 
Christology Maximus is in complete harmony with his tradition, accus- 
ing Nestorius of having introduced a d:aipects in relation to Christ," and 
affirming that Cyril accepted Ssadopa but never introduced thereby 
ó.aipeaus. ^6 

With Gregory Nazianzen, to whom he refers, Maximus also pro- 
fesses that number (др.бидз) is related to quantity," and with Leon- 
tius of Byzantium, who further developed Ше same idea, that it 
does not therefore introduce dtaipeors among things.? Every number 
manifests a certain фафора but no Sdiaipeois, he affirms.’ Neither 
unity nor separation is introduced by it?! Thus in Christ two natures, 
and two wills, do not cause division, but the same is equally true 
in relation to things, which are always subject to the category of 
number. 

Maximus also knows, however, another use of the word 6uaípeous, 
which seems at first sight more difficult to understand against the 
background of what we have said. Within the context of general 
cosmology and anthropology—though with reference to Christology— 
Maximus thus distinguishes (in Amb 41) between five different 
бгопресе, which include differences usually called ёгафороѓ: 1) separa- 


* Ep. 40 ad Acac. Melit.; PG 77, 196 A. 

42 Scholia de incarn.; PG 75, 1385 С. 

43 See Adv. Nestor. 2, 6; PG 76, 85 B. 

^ Ep 12; PG 91, 469 B. 

55 'ThPol 2; PG 91, 41 AB. 

4 ТЪРо 7; РС 91, 88 AB. 

“ Or. 31 (Theol. 5), 18; Mason, p. 166. Notice that Maximus reads дьофреон, not 
фос, which makes it easier for him to use the text, since it had originally served a 
Trinitarian, not a Christological purpose. 

* Epilysis; PG 86: 2; 1920 A-C. 

9 Ep 12; PG 91, 473 C. 

9 PG 91, 477 A. 

`l Ep 13; PG 91, 513 A. 
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tion between uncreated nature and the whole of creation;? 2) separation 
in creation between intelligible and sensible; 3) separation of heaven and 
earth within the sensible world; 4) separation of the earth into paradise 
and the inhabited earth; 5) separation in humanity between man and 
woman.? Man is, however, at the same time regarded as originally 
intended to reconcile these divisions, a reconciliation which has in fact 
taken place through Christ, and thus the word óuwíipeows has not lost its 
negative sense. The point of emphasis lies in the idea that all these 
differences should be overcome by man as mediator. 

But his function in this respect is still understandable, only if one 
keeps іп mind that дгафора and ówaipeow to Maximus are two complete- 
ly different concepts. For man as mediator is called to annihilate 
divisions as óuaupéoews оп the moral level, but not as dtadopai on the 
ontological level. In the latter sense they are to be preserved but kept 
together by him. 


Ataotracis-dtao Tha, distance and separation 


are more ambiguous terms. They are neither wholly negative, nor 
entirely positive. 

бийаотоопв does not usually have a Christological connotation in the 
early Church, though Eusebius denies it of the Son in relation to the 
Father, and Cyril of Alexandria uses it, in a Christological context, as an 
equivalent of бафорд.“ ёьботтиа, which is primarily understood as a 
temporal or spatial expression, is in the former sense said to have been 
used by Arians in their Christological argumentation.” For Maximus, 
however—who uses dtéornua also in a strictly spatial sense?*—the 
generalized, partly metaphorical sense in which Gregory of Nyssa used 
the term seems to have been more influential. To Gregory ó.&orqgua— 
distance in time and space—is a characteristic of creation as a whole, by 
which God alone remains unaffected.” 

As such the term is thus another expression of the abyss which 
separates God from creation. Maximus obviously starts from this latter 
understanding of д:астпиа, as von Balthasar has most convincingly 
shown, but he seems to arrive at a somewhat different appreciation of the 

2 PG 91, 1304 D. 

‘3 PG 91,1305 AB.— Maximus’ presentation of these five “divisions” will serve as our 
principle of systematization in ch. VI below. 

* See Eusebius, Demonstr. evang. 4, 3; PG 22, 257 B and Cyril, Adv. Nestor. 2, 6; PG 
i s e e.g. Alexander Alex., Ep. 6; PG 18, 557 A. 


5% See e.g. Ep 2; PG 91, 393 A. 
3 In Eccles., hom. 7; JAEGER 5, p. 412, 14. 
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concept in the end, symbolised perhaps by his preference of бвдотоопв to 
бйоттио. > E.g. in Ep 2, we can see how spatial ó.&o gua between men 
may be overcome by spiritual communication,? and how бдотаотв from 
God and fellow men may disappear.” Not that Maximus would deny the 
basic duaarnuwa of which Gregory speaks, but his point of emphasis is 
different. 

Maximus may very well start from the idea of Gregory—and he 
sometimes even uses the term dtaornua in exactly this sense. In such a 
case he affirms that all beings, which naturally have a beginning because 
they exist, also have a 8:2оттиа because they are moved. In the first case 
they are “under nature", and in the second “under time".? Thus 
ӧийсттша in its cosmological use, based on its temporal sense, is 
intimately connected for Maximus with motion, and this last aspect is 
predominant in his use of the term. Ддотпиа-бидотоолв is first of all a 
positive starting-point for the natural movement of created beings, which 
he constantly professes in clear refutation of Origenism, for which 
movement was a consequence of the fall. This may be illustrated from 
other passages. In Gnost 1.58 Maximus says that time has a beginning, a 
middle phase and an end.” For time itself, which has an apportioned 
movement, is distinguished by number, and even aeon, which is found 
within the category of "when", suffers duaoraciw, because it has а 
beginning. As we see, ó.&c'Tacus here denotes the fact that by establishing 
history God has marked out a distance to himself. This distance is, 
however, a positive presupposition for a God-ward movement. 
Maximus’ use of the term thus comes close to Gregory’s, but the aspect of 
time and action dominates. As Sherwood has correctly pointed out in 
relation to this problem, the “Maximian emphasis falls on motion”.™ 

This is, however, also to say that for Maximus довотаочв stands, first 
of all, in a particular relationship to ordaots, rest. Becoming means to him 
not only existence but also movement under the category of time, a 
situation expressed by the term баотпра-дийатаотв, and this movement 


58 See von BALTHASAR, KL?, pp. 132 f. and 601; cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, 
p. 109. 

9$ PG 91, 393 A. 

в Ibid.; 396 C. 

в Amb 67; PG 91, 1397 В. 

€ PG 90, 1085 A. 

6 We recognize the usual triad архп, ueaórns, тёХоѕ. 

“ SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 109, in a criticism of von BALTHASAR, Die 
‘Gnostischen Centurien’, Freiburg i. Br. 1941, p. 109. The latter who had somewhat 
minimized the difference between Gregory and Maximus at this point, has later slightly 
modified his position in the second edition of his work on the Gnostic Centuries, KL’, 
p. 601. 
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is intended to lead to its réAos, which is God.9 When this is accom- 
plished man is in the stage of отӣотс (a reason why Maximus prefers 
бастас to бйотпиа ?). Seen from the point of view of the starting- 
point, there is thus no ёібостасіс апу more, though the basic natural 
óv&o Tua in relation to God, of which Gregory was thinking, remains. 

But more important, what takes place in this rest is deification, a term 
which is always to be understood on the basis of communicatio 
idiomatum and perichoresis: man becomes god, while God becomes man; 
man's deification is from another point of view God's continuing 
incarnation.” That is the reason why Maximus may say that дийотоонк 
disappears (in отдоп5). Living in Christ, in whom the hypostatic union 
overbridges any difference and distance, man experiences this. Thus 
Maximus affirms that through the Incarnation God will finally be 
without any spatial дйотаов in relation to “those who are worthy", 
and refers in the same text to deification and to Christ as the head 
of the Боду. Similarly in Gnost 2.77—78 ддотпиа in Gregory's sense 
is seen, first of all, as a positive starting-point of, or an advancement 
іп, уроо which includes the virtues, seen as an incarnation of the 
Logos in man, and which leads in the end to a mystical communion 
with God.® 

From this point of view it is not surprising that Maximus states both 
that there is no separation and 8:0отас тоу ükpov (i.e. of the distinct 
natures and their qualities) in Christ, though there are two energies in his 
person,” and that Christ keeps this тоу pov бійстасіс together.” 

Having reached the very limit of his natural capacities, moved by 
God, man in this отдолд shares with Christ the non-distanced character 
of his hypostatic union of distinguished but not separated natures, 
energies and wills. He does not penetrate into the mysteries of God, as 
He is in himself, but he partakes of the divine. There is an infinity, in 
which there is—as it were—no óuornua and where every natural 
movement героѕеѕ,'! which is not to say that it is not moved any longer, 
for motion belongs to the condition of created being. Thus the отдолв of 


$5 See under 6. below, pp. 81 ff. 

6 Cf. ch. VI:11; pp. 429-432 below 

9  Gnost 2. 25; PG 90, 1136 ВС. 

'$ PG 90, 1161 A-C. This order of spiritual development will be treated in ch. VI 
below. 

$ ThPol 20; PG 91, 232 D. 

? Ep 15; PG 91, 556 A. The same aspect is relevant also when Maximus in Ep 18 
speaks of disunity in the Church as a rouh кої бийотаск from the body of Christ; PG 91, 
589 B. 

7 Amb 15; PG 91, 1217 C. 
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man—in the paradox of Maximus—is ever-moving rest (deuktvrros 
отдопв). 


AtaoroAn, distinction, expansion, 

is a term with both positive and negative connotations in Maximus’ 
writings. It has, however, to be seen within the same context of a dialectic 
between unity and differentiation, based on Christological presupposi- 
tions, which we have already found to be characteristic of Maximus’ 
cosmology. The term has its counterpart in ovoroAy and both are 
necessary aspects of creation. Von Balthasar has emphasized that for 
Maximus this interplay of дьаотой-ототойт is a cosmic law, which 
reaches its culmination in its Christological consequences,” but we 
could talk with equal right about a Christological conviction worked 
out in Maximus’ cosmology, and then also developed further in his 
Christology. 

Maximus’ purpose, here too, seems to be to safeguard a unity which 
does not violate the difference of its parts, but rather gets its strength and 
persistence through these parts.“ Both ovoroAf and ё:астолт are 
characteristic of otoía, says Maximus. Thus, the whole of creation—all 
that partakes of created being—moves (because movement belongs to 
the conditions of creation) according to a double principle and mode of 
dtactoAH and аиотоЛлп, expansion and contraction. The movement of 
duacroAH goes from the most general to the more differentiated species, 
and the movement of ovaroA7 in the opposite direction. In both cases, 
however, the movement comes to a limit, drawn by the character of 
created being itself: there is nothing more particular than that which is 
made particular by the Creator, and nothing more universal pertains to 
creation than the fact that all is created.” 

Thus, the unity of creation extends to all that which has a particular 
existence, and the particularities preserve their identity within their 
common share in created being. Outside these conditions there is the 
gulf, which cannot be overbridged under the conditions of creation itself, 
but only through God who is the Creator. We may thus easily conclude 
that in Maximus’ view the movement of 6uxoroA1, of differentiation, as 
the movement of God's condescension in creation, comes very close to 
the incarnation, and the movement of ovoroAn, consequently, comes 

? Thal 59; CCSG 22, p. 53; 65; CCSG 22, p. 285. and Amb 67; 91, 1401 A; cf. 
декштота, Ep 6; PG 91, 432 В. 

З КІ? p. 278; cf. pp. 157 and 163. 


^ Ep 15; PG 91, 564 AB. 
5 Amb 10; PG 91, 1177 BC. 
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close to deification. In fact, there is not only a Christological inspiration 
behind Maximus' cosmic view at this point; it is also further developed 
on the Christological level. For Maximus affirms himself, using the 
tantum-quantum formula (which testifies to the same idea of a double 
movement without violation), that God effects a оуотоЛп of the believers 
for his own sake into union with Himself to the same extent in which He 
had expanded Himself for their sake according to the principle of 
condescension.’® 

In its right context the concept of бизотоЛт has, thus, to Maximus a 
positive sense. In the Christological discussions, however, Maximus 
probably also felt bound to distinguish between this positive aspect and a 
negative one. There are, in fact, he states, two kinds of ботойт: a) that 
which is кат &vavricauv, i.e. a distinction between contraries which do 
not exclude one another, e.g. between body and soul; and b) that which is 
ката TO дутикетодои, ie. a distinction between mutually exclusive 
contradictories, e.g. life and death. The first kind is characteristic of 
substances or natures, which cannot be contradictories, because they 
participate in created being; the second kind concerns particular quali- 
ties of natures and may thus be mutually exclusive." Contradictory 
qualities are, however, in themselves results of the fall and do not affect 
the positive view of creation. А бгаотолт which has a positive relation- 
ship to a ототоЛп is indeed a sign of the limitation of creation, but has a 
positive sense within the purpose of God, as the latter is revealed in 
Christ. But isolated from the principle of unity, SiacroAy, even in 
relation to Christ, has no positive function,” for it is the unity of natures, 
as well as of their particularities, which safeguards communion with 
God, who is essentially unique and simple. 


Other terms 


There are, of course, a number of other terms and concepts in Maximus’ 
writings which supply other aspects of the natural limitations and 
distinctions of created being, but we have no reason to dwell too long 
upon these. Let us only mention some of them and indicate their 
function.” 

As creation is characterized by "immense difference and multiplici- 
В 16 Amb 33; РС 91, 1288 А: тосо?тоу nuas OV éavróv TPOS Єрошсиу Еаито? сустєіЛаЅ, 
ogov оптов ÓV NUAS €avrov соукатаВӣсєиҳ Aoyw диоте ер. 

7 ThPol 17; PG 91, 212 CD. 

" See ThPol 19; PG 91, 221 ВС. 


ih They are, of course, also more or less self-evident in their context, and we mention 
them just to show the richness and complexity of Maximus' view. 
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ty" (@7etpos dtagopa кай покі) — and difference and multiplicity 
belong together®!—one should of course mention first of all number 
(др.дидв) and its correlative, quantity (voc órns).?? 

"Ардибв, number, though in Maximus' opinion itself neither quality 
nor quantity, is nevertheless closely related to quantity, for every 
difference (дьофорд) reveals a certain quantity, which brings number 
with it." Number denotes quantity and not quality.5 And yet, it is related 
also to quality, in so far as number and quantity are always based 
on an existing difference which is that of quality. What is excluded in 
relation to number is, however, duaipecis,®’ for every number is in 
fact &sıaiperos.® In itself it is affected neither by changing movement, 
which is characteristic of quality, nor by дотойп and ототоЛт, 
Which are characteristic of being, nor by increase or decrease which 
belong to quantity.? Number is thus a neutral term, dependent on 
the difference and multiplicity of creation, but not qualifying those 
concepts. The numbers in their multiplicity are, however, as von Bal- 
thasar has pointed out, at the same time seen as a synthesis of the unity 
of being, which has its ground in God, who is above both numbers and 
oneness.” 

Another concept, related to creation as relative, is that of motion 
(xivnou)—see below under 6. —positively based on distance (бдотпиа) 
of space (тбтов) and time (xpóvos). Maximus states that space and time 
pertain to everything,?! and that XpOvos, aiwv and тӧлто are characteris- 
tic of this world.” 

But God has also established the categories of ró£is, order, and 0€cs, 
position, institution— both are frequent in Ps.-Denis?——, which denote 
not only difference in relation to God but, first of all, God's active care 





Ю Amb 7; PG 91, 1077 C. 

* Amb 22; PG 91, 1256 D. 

2 The historical background of Maximus? thinking is summarized by von BALTHASAR, 
КО, pp. 100-103. 

5 Ep 15; PG 91, 564 D; cf. e.g. Ep 13; 513 A; cf. also von BALTHASAR, КГ, p. 104. 

м Ep 12; PG 91, 477 A. 

55 Ibid.: 476 C. 

* Ibid.; 477 А. Maximus talks also about а quality of essence, поьдтив обоъфдтк; see 
ThPol 21; PG 91, 248 C; cf. Cyril of Alexandria: поюттв gvouxn, Ер. 40; PG 77, 193 B. 

8 See e.g. Ep 12; PG 91, 477 A and 13; 513 A. 

в Ep 15; PG 91, 564 A. 

9 Ep 12; PG 91, 477 AB. 

9 See von BALTHASAR, KL?, pp. 107-1 09; the references are, however, to the scholies to 
Ps.-Denis, the authenticity of which is doubtful, not least to von Balthasar himself. 

? Amb 10; PG 91, 1180 ВС. 

2 Tbid.; 1153 B. 

3 For their rôle in Ps.-Denis, cf. e.g. VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 121. 
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for his creation.” The meaning of tags, which in Ps.-Denis denotes the 
established hierarchical order,? is not worked out in detail by Maximus 
— nor is it a key-term in his writings— but seems to be similar to that in 
Ps.-Denis. 0éow is in more frequent and more distinctive use in 
Maximus. It denotes all things, characterized also by distinction and 
movement. Thus all thinking is said to be a quality (or accidence) but to 
have its fixity of position (дЕот:5) in the substance,” and lines drawn from 
the centre of a circle to its periphery have an undifferentiated position in 
Ше centre itself.” Bécs is in fact a willed fixity of created things which 
does not exclude motion" or their unity in God.” It denotes a sovereign 
divine act, but true деощ in relation to God— as experienced by the 
mystic—is found only as an affirmation within negation. From the 
same point of view deification is regarded as а бео, exclusively 
established by God's grace, and is no consequence either of man's nature, 
or of his natural relationship to Сой! As a whole the terms тоё and 
бесі thus confirm Maximus’ belief in creation as a result of a positive act 
of God, including as its purpose unity without violation. | | 
Finally, in this context we should also notice how Maximus, іп a 
characteristic way, in Amb 41—a text to which we have referred 
already — clearly expresses the combination of differentiation and unity, 
which to him is a constant reflexion of God's purpose for his creation. He 
thus states that only in one respect are created things separated from one 
another, for in another sense they are fully identical. Different individu- 
als of a yévos are united by the nature of this уЕгоз, shared by them all. 
And so are the higher forms of the yévn and the particular categories in 
relation to the universals, etc. Finally, all created beings are identical in 
the sense that they all may be naturally summarized within the category 
of yevos. And Maximus concludes, that all differentiated things are 
united through this universality of category and species.'” DET 
This last example reveals once more what is obviously the dominating 
aspect of Maximus' cosmology: that what differentiates in God's creation 
(e.g. the category of yévos) also unites, and what unites (e.g. the created 


“ Among terms generally characterizing creation they appear together, e.g. in Amb 10; 
PG 91,1176 B and 1188 D. 

55 See e.g. De coel. hier. 10, 2; PG 3, 273 AB. 

6 Gnost 2. 3; PG 90, 1125 D. 

97 Gnost 2. 4.; PG 90, 1125 D-1128 A. 

8 Cf. Amb 10; PG 91, 1136 В. | 

9 Cf. in Ps.-Denis the use of 6écus, see e.g. in De coel. hier. 13, 3; PG 3, 301 D and of 
део,б5, see e.g. ibid. 10, 1; 273 A; cf. К. Roques, L'univers dionysien, Paris 1954, p. 83 f. 

100 See Thal 25; CCSG 7, p. 165. 

?! Amb 20; PG 91, 1237 АВ. 

02 See Amb 41; PG 91, 1312 B-1313 A. 
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character of all that thus exists) also maintains its individuality. And it is 
this aspect of unity in diversity which, on the basis of the idea of a creatio 
ex nihilo and a gulf between God and his creation, at the same time 
combines his cosmology with his Christology in such a way that a unified 
vision of God's purpose and activity is gained. 


2. Creation because of God's will 


This second aspect of Maximus' cosmology is closely related to his idea 
of the great gulf between God and created being, and thus also to the 
creatio ex nihilo idea. For there is, according to this view, no other factor 
but God's sovereign will, counsel and decision which may cause Him to 
create the world.!9? 

In Char 4 Maximus emphasizes twice that God created the world, 
when He willed.'™ His primary interest in doing so is, thus, to assert the 
sovereignty of God. The Creator is bound by no necessary obligation and 
all laws and categories are created by Him, for a purpose which He has 
established. Through a decision of God's will alone, visible and 
invisible creation are brought into being. That is also why Maximus— 
in a much discussed reference to Pantaenus!°’—affirms that God knows 
the very things which are, as His own wills (s tôia дєАўрато) because 
He has created all by will (делтрат).!"" 

This last statement, however, immediately actualizes another com- 
plex of Maximus’ thinking: his theology of the Лбуо, the principles of 
differentiated creation, pre-existent in God. For these Aóyo are in fact 
regarded by him as divine wills or intentions.’ Since а more detailed 


! Because of his good will God established the world out of nothing, Maximus affirms 
in Amb 7; PG 91, 1080 A. 

!^ 4, 3 and 4; CSC, p. 194; cf. Amb 42; PG 91, 1328 С. 

95 Thus also the category of time, which is particularly emphasized in the citations 
from Char 4. From this point of view creation by God's will alone implies a transcendence 
of the sphere of eternity, which is God's, to that of temporality, characteristic of finite 
existence; cf. VON BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 121, where this absence of confusion of categories in 
Maximus is stressed. 

1$ Thal 22; CCSG 7, р. 137. This is in complete accordance with Cappadocian 
theology, see e.g. Gregory of Nyssa, De anima et resurr.; PG 46, 121 B. 

107 See O. STAHLIN in GCS Clemens 3, p. LXV; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL, p. 114, notes 4 
and 5; cf. also SHERwoop, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 175, n. 70. 

08 Amb 7; PG 91, 1085 В. 

9 How far this theology of intentional Лбуо is directly related to the later idea of 
uncreated energies, as developed in Palamite theology, as Losskv, The Mystical Theology, 
p. 99 suggests, 15 a particular problem, which cannot possibly be sufficiently dealt with in 
this thesis. Cf., however, SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 179 f. and IDEM, Survey of 
recent Work, Traditio 20 (1964), p. 435 f. 
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treatment of Maximus’ doctrine of the Aóyo: will be given under 4 below, 
it may be sufficient here simply to underline the close relationship 
between this doctrine and the doctrine of creation by God's will. The 
Aoyot represent in Maximus not only a defining and unifying factor, but a 
divine purpose, summarized in the Logos, where all partial Лоуо: are 
held together. 

In developing this idea of the Лоуо: of creation Maximus builds upon 
Alexandrian theology, completed, and partly corrected, by Ps.-Denis. 
For as Sherwood has pointed out the Logos doctrine, as it is developed 
e.g. in Amb 7, completes Maximus’ refutation of Origenism,!!? and has as 
the basis for its dynamic aspect the work carried out by Ps.-Denis.!!! In 
fact Ps.-Denis had already emphasized the intentional character of the 
Aoyor of creation? In De div. nom. 5, 8, he identifies парадесуцато and 
pre-existent Aóyou and defines them as "divine and good wills".!3 To 
Maximus this definition has become more or less self-evident.!!^ For he 
does not only say that these Aóyo were pre-existent in God in His good 
counsel and that, according to them, God brought creation into exis- 
tence," nor does he simply refer to the Areopagite as an authority,‘ but 
he also sees this particular character of the Aóyo: as a manifestation of 
a general law, formulated in the following way: always and in all 
God's Word and God wills to effect the mystery of His embodiment 
(€vowpatwors).''” Further he stresses that the Aóyou known through 
creation, also reveal a divine purpose (окото), of which we know that 
it pertains primarily to human beings.!!? 

Thus we see that the doctrine of the Adyou of creation as divine 
intentions both safeguards a positive evaluation of a diversified created 
existence and expresses a unifying factor and a common divine pur- 
рове.! The Ps.-Dionysian dynamism of the emanations of divine grace 

! SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, р. 167. 

!! Cf. SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 175 f. 

12 Cf. DALMAIS, La théorie des “Logoi”, RSPT 36 (1952), p. 244. 

13 PG 3, 824 C. 

'^ He states that it is the custom of the “divine men" to call the Aoyou good wills (Thal 
13; CCSG 7, p. 95). 

13 Amb 7; PG 91, 1080 A. 

16 Ibid. - 1085 A. 

1? Thid.; 1084 CD. 

ив Thal 13; CCSG 7, р. 95. 

19 It is characteristic that the third petition of the Lord's Prayer is referred by 


Maximus to a right use of the rational power (2 Лоуікў бораш) of man's soul, which is 
said о bring rational beings (Аоугкоѓ) to their first principle (Aóyos), see OrDom; CCSG 23, 
7 


20 The Aóyot кат evdoxiav and the Абуо кат oikovopíav are closely related, as we can 
see also in Ep 2 (PG 91, 393 C). 
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has been combined with a strong emphasis on unity in unviolated 
diversification, based on Christological convictions. For the embodiment 
of the Logos, which is the core of the A@you doctrine—in creation as well 
as in incarnation—, is an act of both. 


3. Creation because of God's benevolence. The concept of 
providence and judgment 


The doctrine of creation by God's will alone in Maximus not only 
safeguards the sovereignty of God over against all created being but also 
the relative independence of creation. For it indicates, that separate 
beings in their differentiated existence are not in any sense as such a 
result of a primitive fall—as they were for the Origenists—but are an 
expression of a purpose: they are to find in freedom their own fulfilment 
in communion with God, and their unity only in relation to their 
common principle of being. 

Empirical creation is, as we have seen, supplied with a purpose 
(окото), to which differentiated existence stands in a positive relation- 
ship, though, of course, this purpose at the same time has to be worked 
out in a world, also immediately marked by sinful separation. 

This same understanding is expressed by the idea of creation because 
of God's benevolence, which we have chosen as our third aspect of 
Maximus’ cosmology. For here we see, that the purpose of creation goes, 
in Maximus’ view, beyond mere reunion of what has been torn asunder 
by sin. It is an original divine intention, which has been interrupted by 
the fall of man.'?! Thus when Maximus says, in Char 4. 3, that God 
created the world because of his infinite goodness,'”” we may understand 
him as referring to this purpose, even as it is realized in Christ's act both 
of salvation and deification.'? 

This, however, immediately brings Maximus' doctrine of divine 
providence (mpóvowr)—and the related concept of judgment (kpiaw)— 

121 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 29, has noticed that, though in Liber asceticus 


the divine окотдв means almost exclusively salvation, at least in Amb 7 it refers to 
deification. 

122 CSC, p. 194. 

123 SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 263, n. 191, sees e.g. in Char 4. 3 an allusion to the doctrine 
of the good as naturally diffusive of itself, which for him creates a problem unsolved by 
Maximus, at least in Cent. de Char. But is it not possible to see in the discussion of time in 
4. 3-4 simply a reference to the economy of salvation and deification as manifestations of 
the goodness and benevolence of God? If the good of God the Creator is self-diffusive, it is 
manifest as such only within this economy and its providential action, but it does not have 
to be so, for God is sovereign in himself (cf. SHERWOOD’s comment on diffusive goodness 
and intra-Trinitarian relations, in ACW, p. 43). 
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into the picture. For even if it is the purpose (окото) of providence, in a 
more restricted sense, to unite what evil has divided, providence as such 
is more or less identical with divine charity, which has, indeed, a wider 
aim.'** And providence to Maximus implies at the same time preserva- 
tion of the finite world in its differentiation.'? 

In fact—as von Balthasar has most clearly shown! —— Maximus 
provides in the end a radical re-evaluation of the Evagrian and Origenist 
double concept of providence and judgment, and this gives both to 
creation and human perfection a sense far beyond the scope of mere 
restitution of an original unity, though it is clear that this theological 
emancipation on Maximus' part had not been easy, as some ambiguous 
formulations, particularly in Cent. gnost., manifest. In the Origenist 
conception, the terms providence and judgment were closely linked with 
the myth of a prehistoric fall of rational beings and a subsequent, second 
creation of the material world. For Evagrius xpiou. thus means the 
judgment implied in this (second) creation, and mpóvora the divine 
restitution of an original spiritual unity." Maximus uses this conception 
as his starting-point but develops it in a quite different direction. 

At first sight, the relationship to Evagrius may actually seem very 
close. For Maximus recognizes among three different kinds of provi- 
dence, not only one which is preserving (ovvrgpmrw) but also those 
which are convertive (Етотрепткт) and educative (подеуткт) or 
punitive,'” though the latter may, of course, be understood entirely 
within an orthodox conception of the economy of salvation. Further, 
Maximus uses a triad of роуа, mpovota, крісіЅ which is in itself entirely 
Origenistic, though he affirms at the same time that the Adyou of the latter 
"go together with” the Aóyos of the former,'*° or compares the Aóyos of a 


124 See Char 4. 17; CSC, p. 200. 

23 See the mpóvora сурттрптикт of QuDub 17; CCSG 10, p. 15; cf. von BALTHASAR 
KL?, p. 607. 

7$ For a summary, see particularly von BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 131. 

127 То Evagrius providence and judgment belong to the objects of five modes of 
contemplation (see e.g. Cent. gnost. 1. 27; in PO 28, 1958, p. 29) and already Ушев, RAM 
11 (1930), р. 243 fF., showed the similarity between Maximus and Evagrius at this point (see 
e.g. Char 1. 78; CSC, p. 80). See further ch. VI: 3, pp. 343-355. 

" 8 See e.g. VON BALTHASAR, Die Hiera des Evagrius, ZkTh 63 (1939), p. 95 and KL?, p. 

29 QuDub 17; CCSG 10, р. 15. 

30 Gnost 2. 16; PG 90, 1132 B. — The three elements of the triad are here related to the 
three tabernacles which Peter wanted to build on the mount of Transfiguration, and to the 
three forms of salvation which Elijah, Moses and Christ symbolize: the Monad is related to 
Christ and 6eoAoyia, providence to Moses and урот, and finally judgment to Elijah and 
virtue (vita practica). Thus, we see that the whole triad may be regarded within a 
Christological context —with reference to the divine simplicity as manifest in Christ the 
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slightly different triad of judgment, providence and divinity with the 
body, blood and invisible bones of Ше Logos." Finally, he speaks of 
providence in relation to reunion of what has been scattered through 
evil,? and we can add that he establishes a similar relationship between 
providence, judgment and human pain,'* which altogether brings him 
very close to Origenist interpretations, though it is at the same time 
clearly stated that this suffering is caused by lack of knowledge of the 
Лоуов of providence and judgment itself, and thus not an integral part of 
it. Whatever the balance of these passages we may at least conclude, that 
in them the real sense of Maximus' use of the terms is somewhat 
ambiguous. 

We have, however, in Amb 10 another passage" which is as clear 
as these other texts may seem ambiguous, and consequently all 
that Maximus has to say at this particular point should be compared 
with what he says there. And there he obviously refutes the Ev- 
agrian understanding of providence and judgment and introduces his 
Own 

Maximus refers, first of all, to a series of five modes of contemplation, 
different from the five modes of Evagrius.'*’ Natural contemplation, he 
affirms, thus concerns the following five objects: substance (otoía), 
motion (xivnos), difference (дьафора), mixture (краов) and position 
(0621s). Of these the first three give a certain knowledge of God, though 


Logos—and this fact shows that one must be very careful even here to establish the real 
correspondence between Evagrius and Maximus. 

This becomes even more obvious in relation to a parallel text in Amb 10, where a 
similar triadic arrangement is used in relation to the NT pericope on the Transfiguration. 
For there that which concerns providence and judgment is qualified as affirmative theology 
(‘economy’), in contrast to the negative theology of Monad and Triad. For the latter the face 
ofthe Transfigured serves as an image, for providence and judgment his shining clothes (PG 
91, 1168 AB) but also Moses and Elijah, who both symbolize moral aspects (Elijah still 
virtue), and not at all ontological considerations (1168 CD). Maximus is apparently more 
careful in Amb 10 than in the other text but, at the same time, it is difficult to deny the 
consistency of his thinking on this ground alone. 

11 Thal 35; CCSG 7, p. 241. This interpretation obviously goes back to Evagrius, who 
in practical virtues sees the flesh of Christ, in natural contemplation the blood of Christ and 
in knowledge of God the heart of Christ (Mirror for Monks, no. 118—120; GRESSMANN, p. 
163). 

^s Char 4. 17; CSC, p. 200. 

23 Thal 64; CCSG 22, p. 239. 

14 PG 91, 1133 A-1136 В. 

B5 Cf. voN BALTHASAR, КГ, p. 532. 

136 This text has been commented upon by von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 532, and several 
times by SHERWOOD (see The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 36 f. and 144 ff. and in ACW, pp. 
38-40). 

37 Cf, p. 67, n. 127 above. 

138 1133 A. 
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only in his relationship to creation, ? namely as Creator, Provider and 
Judge, while the last two give education about man in his life of virtues 
and his relationship to God.!^ 

Developing the different elements of this system Maximus not only 
gives us his alternative to the Evagrian concept of providence and 
judgment but also some indications of his cosmology in general. Thus, 
analysing more in detail what he has to say, we find that the first category 
of creation, substance, is here said to be a teacher of theologia, which, 
however, does not in this context refer to a contemplation of God as He is 
in Himself, but is merely an indication of God the Creator as Cause of all 
that is caused. It shows that God is, but not what he is, Maximus is eager 
to underline. '*! 

The second category, motion, is said to indicate the providence which 
is related to created beings.'*? This naked statement refers clearly to the 
Evagrian and Origenist understanding of zpovora—for to the latter, 
providence is related to the movement of restoration through which 
fallen beings return from their primitive diversity to an original unity— 
but the development of the idea is Maximus' own. He makes clear that he 
tefers to the natural movements of each being (in an Aristotelian 
sense)'Ü— remaining immutable in their own species and standing 
therefore in a particular identity of substance—that is to say not to their 
return but to their positive self-realization. And coupled with this aspect 
is what Maximus has to say about the opposite category of difference, 
which indicates divine judgment. Here again the starting-point looks 
similar to that of Evagrius—by whom differentiated existence of rational 
С !9 Notice that there is no direct contemplation of the Trinity—or of God as he is in 
himself— at the level of these five modes, as there seems to be in Evagrius (see Evagrius, 
Cent. gnost. 1. 27; PO 28, p. 29). 

е 133^ B. 

141 1133 C. This is an important point, for it shows that, as e.g. SHERWOOD, in ACW, р. 
34 f., has emphasized, the mystery of the Trinity as such is referred by Maximus to the 
sphere of negative theology (cf. ch. VI: 10 below).— This restrictive understanding of 
theologia must be kept in mind also in relation to Gnost 2. 16 (PG 90; 1132 BC), where we 
can see that theologia, used in relation to povás, obviously requires explicit revelation and 
is different from natural contemplation. We may conclude, that for Maximus natural 
eontemplation leads direct to theologia only in a restricted sense— it indicates that there is 
a primary Cause but not the nature of that Cause— while theologia in a wider and more 
proper sense requires active revelation. Cosmology (with natural contemplation) and 
theology are in this respect in principle kept apart. This kind of distinction was not upheld 
by Evagrius, for whom contemplation of the Holy Trinity remained virtually a yv@ous 
ovawwdns, though the only real one (see e.g. Cent. gnost. 2. 47; PO 28, p. 79; cf. Letters 29; 
FRANKENBERG, pp. 586-87). See further our treatment of this problem in ch. VI below, 
particularly pp. 355 ff. and 366 ff. 


РОС: 
143 See further under 6. below. 
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beings in earthly creation was, indeed, regarded as a judgment, since 
it was caused by the fall. But Maximus develops his idea in an en- 
tirely opposite direction. To him—as Sherwood has underlined'^— 
Origen and Evagrius had obviously made a false mixture of ontolog- 
ical and moral considerations in relation to the concepts of provi- 
dence and judgment. These two aspects should be radically kept apart. 
Providence and judgment in the cosmological sense refer to differ- 
ent aspects of the order of creation; convertive providence and puni- 
tive judgment have to be restricted to the moral level. Thus, Maximus 
explains that by difference in creation we are educated to learn 
that God is a wise distributor of individual purposes (Лоуо:), in 
relation to the natural power of each being, proportioned accord- 
ing to the subject of each substance.! Divine judgment is thus 
regarded as a wise preparation for providential motion; and individu- 
ality and unifying relationship to God as Creator are closely kept to- 
gether. 

To Maximus differentiated existence is a good arrangement by God, 
serving a purpose indicated by the individual capacities for motion. He 
feels obliged, however, to make this view still more clear, and thus he 
goes on to repeat what kinds of providence and judgment he can accept 
or has to reject in the cosmological field. In this context he cannot accept 
convertive (Ельатрепткт) providence, he says, for this term should be 
restricted to a kind of “economic” providence related to the return of 
beings from what is not necessary to what is necessary, but he accepts an 
all-embracing and preserving (ооуттрттікт) providence. Nor does he 
accept an educative (паздеуткп) or punitive judgment on sinners оп the 
ontological level, but rather a saving and defining distribution of 
beings, expressing what the Creator, from the beginning, judged and 
constituted concerning being, substance, mode and quality.'^ The refuta- 
tion of the Evagrian and Origenist ideas could hardly be more distinctly 
expressed, or a positive evaluation of creation in individualized diversity 
more openly affirmed. 

Maximus adds, however, that he does not thereby deny the existence 
of a moral providence and judgment as well— related to “Ше volitional 
desires" of men. Nor does he pretend, that the latter are another 
providence and judgment. They are one and the same in relation to their 
power, but are different and differentiated when they pertain to the moral 

14 See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 36 f. and in ACW, p. 39. 
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decisions of men.! We might add, that in one sense they have to be the 
same—in Maximus’ opinion— because all are related to the common 
purpose of God's creation and salvation: living relationship to God. 

The ontological and moral aspects are not always as strictly kept apart 
as here, even in texts where there is no ambiguity as such, over against the 
Evagrian understanding. But then the moral aspect—in Maximus' 
sense—is more or less restricted to the concept of judgment in so far as 
the latter 15 related to virtuous life. Thus e.g. in Amb 32 we find substance 
combined with wisdom (God as always the same), knowledge with 
providence (God as the ground of the whole of creation) and virtue with 
judgment (God as Saviour).'? In the last element Maximus passes, as we 
see, from a cosmological to a soteriological point of view. This shows, 
however, not a Maximus haunted by Origenist temptations, but a 
Maximus for whom the idea of a general purpose of creation, and of 
Christ as the centre of understanding, is of primary importance. 

This fact also makes it easier to understand a number of texts on 
providence and judgment in which these are interpreted entirely from 
within a Christological context, and which thus have a mediating 
position between the clear statement of Amb 10 and those passages, 
which we have called ambiguous."! Christ alone as the centre of 
understanding, has affinity with all aspects of Maximus’ speculation. 
Thus, in Thal 53 we learn that judgment and providence are the eyes of 
the Logos, with which, even when he suffers, he keeps oversight over the 
universe,'? and in Thal 54 that providence and judgment are the wings, 
on which the Logos comes flying, unknown, to that which is—though, at 
the same time Maximus seems to relate providence rather with the Лоуо: 
of wisdom (the ontological aspect) and judgment with the modes (тротго:) 
of education (the moral, ascetical aspect).?? Finally, in Thal 63 Maximus 

148 Гос. cit. 

14 See PG 91; 1281 D-1284 A. 

10 Cf. Amb 37; PG 91, 1297 A, where Aóyos протойав is related to “natural 
philosophy” and Лбуоз xpicews to “practical philosophy", and Amb, Prol.; PG 91, 1032 A, 
where wisdom is said to be related equally to уус and прай, and thus also to 0 7716 
Tpovoitas Kat KpivEews ADYos. 

DI Among the latter we have already referred to Thal 35 (CCSG 7, p. 241), where Aóyot 
of judgment, providence and divinity are compared with the body, blood and bones of the 
Logos. 

12 CCSG 7, p. 431. 

13 CCSG 7, p. 457. This last tendency to distinguish between different aspects in 
relation to the two concepts is, as we have seen, found elsewhere in Maximus. Here, 
however, the soteriological context seems clear, and one must ask whether both terms are, 
in fact, not taken in their “economic” ѕепѕе. — To the image of the two wings in this 


connection, cf. Ps.-Origen (Evagrius?), Sel. in Psalm., LoMMAaTzscH, 12, 405, where the 
wings of Ps. 67: 13 are interpreted as a reference to прай and бєоріа, and 12, 362, where 
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refers providence to the hypostatic union in Christ and judgment to the 
life-giving sufferings of the incarnate God. In the first instance, this might 
also seem open to an Evagrian interpretation. But we must notice, that 
the more restricted soteriological aspect is here clearly dominant—with 
the direct references to the economy of salvation—and since the 
hypostatic union is never said by Maximus to do away with natural 
difference, the idea of an ontological restitution is, of course, entirely 
excluded. 

It has thus again become clear that Maximus' thinking is marked by a 
consistent dialectic, which allows an interplay of unity and individual 
freedom. The Evagrian pairing providence—judgment is used by him to 
express this double attitude: judgment, with the principle of purposeful 
differentiation, has a positive róle to play within the context of divine 
providence, along with the principle of unification without violation. 


4. Creation by the Word 


The constitution of beings is, however, a work not only of the Father but 
of all the persons of the Holy Trinity.! Therefore, Maximus also affirms 
that God, the eternal Creator, when He wills and acts because of infinite 
goodness, creates by His consubstantial Word and Spirit. If we bear in 
mind that, according to Maximus, the concrete world in which human 
beings are living is brought into existence in accordance with pre-existent 
Лоуо: which are identical with God's purposes for this world, we realize 
that this statement actualizes, first of all, the relationship between the 
Logos and these Aoyot, and between Christ and creation. 

Considering this aspect, we shall find, however, once again the two 
most characteristic features of Maximian theology: the double principle 
of differentiation and unification and the close relationship between 


the wings of the dove are interpreted as 7 бєоріа rv содатот кой aowpatov through 
which the mind ascends and finds its rest in knowledge of the Trinity. (For the Evagrian 
authorship of Sel. in Psalm., see voN BALTHASAR, ZkTh 63, 1939, pp. 90-106 and 181-189, 
confirmed by M.-J. RoNpEAv, Le Commentaire sur les Psaumes d’Evagre le Pontique, OCP 
26, 1960, pp. 307-348.) 

14 See Thal 63; CCSG 22, p. 169. What remains, is the ‘negative’ interpretation of 
judgment; but within a moral and soteriological understanding this is to be expected. The 
sufferings of Christ are motivated by sin, and not by differentiated creation as such. On the 
other hand, this and other Christological texts reveal Maximus' interest in relating his 
cosmological and soteriological, ontological and moral terms to one another. 

55 See Thal 28; CCSG 7, р. 207. 

5$ Char 4. 3; CSC, p. 194. We are not going to deal here with the idea of creation by the 
Spirit (cf. the Introduction, p. 20 above). It is hardly placed in the foreground by Maximus 
himself. What he wants to underline in Char 4 is that creation is a Trinitarian act. 
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cosmology and economy of salvation. Let us thus make a short study of 
these two points. 


The Лоуо: of a differentiated creation reflect together the purpose of the Creator 


The ancient Christian idea of Adyou of creation— related to the Logos- 
Christ—seems to have been developed much further, and in a more 
systematic way, by Maximus than by any of his predecessors.?' In him it 


57 On the basis, probably, of the Stoic idea of the Aóyos оперцатикбв, combined with 
early Christian Logos speculation (see further M. SPANNEUT, Le stoicisme des Peres de 
l'Église, Paris 1957, p. 324 f.), Origen was the first thinker of the Church —though preceded 
by Philo (who, however, regards the Лбуо: as a kind of angels; see further J. DANIÉLOU, 
Philon 4 Alexandrie, рр. 163-172)— who presented a noticeable theology of the Aóyo: of 
creation. He regarded them as ideas present in Christ as Wisdom (In Io. Y, 34; GCS Orig. 4, 
p. 43, 21; cf. De princ. I, 2, 2; GCS Orig. 5, p. 30), where—understood in a Platonic 
way —they together form the intelligible world (cf. In Io. I, 38; GCS Orig. 4, p. 50), a model 
of the world of the senses (cf. In Io. I, 19; GCS Orig. 4, p. 23 f.), and represent the original 
"goodness" of created things (In Io. 13, 42; GCS Orig. 4, p. 268, 23 ff.). This line of thinking 
may to some extent be followed in Athanasius, who affirms that God, as he saw that a 
creation differentiated according to its individual Абуог, would be a divided world, created 
the world in accordance with his own Logos (Or. contra gentes 41; PG 25, 84 A), and is 
reflected in Augustine, who uses the word rationes to denote Лбуо:, which he regards as 
immutable and eternal principles (De div. quaest. 83, 46, 2; PL 40, 30 and De civ. Dei 11, 29; 
CSEL 40: 1, p. 537), and conceives of ideas as contained in the Logos (see In Io., tract. 1, 9; 
PL 35, 1383 Е.; cf. Worrsow, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, pp. 280-285). The 
dominant influence upon Maximus in this respect was, however, obviously exerted by 
Evagrius and especially by Ps.-Denis, who introduced the dynamic and intentional 
understanding of Aóyo:. For Evagrius the concept of Лбуов of creation in Origen's sense is 
more or less taken for granted, but the idea is hardly developed any further (see e.g. Cent. 
gnost. 1. 20; PO 28, p. 25; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 62-63; 1. 23; PO 28, p. 27; cf. 
FRANKENBERG, pp. 64-67; 2. 35-36; PO 28, p. 75 Г.; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 154-155 ff.,; 2. 
45; PO 28, p. 79; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 160—161; 5. 40; PO 28, p. 193; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 
334-335; 5.54; PO 28, р. 201; cf. FRANKENBERG, р. 340—341; 6. 54; PO 28, p. 239; cf. 
FRANKENBERG, pp. 394—395; 6.72; PO 28, p. 247; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 404—405; Liber 
gnost. 104 and 107; FRANKENBERG, pp. 546-547; 125; FRANKENBERG, pp. 548-559; cf. 
DaLMais, in КРТ 36, 1952, p. 244 with n. 2). We may, however, notice the characteristic 
Evagrian stress on the Aóyo: of providence and judgment (see e.g. Cent. gnost. 5. 16; PO 28, 
p. 183; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 324-325; 5. 23-24; PO 28, p. 187; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 
326-329) and the idea of a final "spiritual contemplation”, in which the Aóyo: are seen in 
mystical communion with God (see Cent. gnost. 5. 40; PO 28, p. 193; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 
334-335). 

This last aspect brings the Evagrian dismissal of material and bodily existence into the 
picture. In the end only that which is known through the intellect will remain, for the rest is 
accidental (see Cent. gnost. 1. 20; PO 28, p. 25). —From Ps.-Denis Maximus has received a 
more positive influence. For—as we have pointed out under 2) already —Ps.-Denis— and 
his commentator John of Skythopolis—seems to have provided the dynamic aspect, and 
the understanding of Лбуо as divine wills, which Maximus took for granted (cf. e.g. 
DALMAIS, art. cit., p. 244; VON BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 110 ff.; cf. also ibid., p. 496). VoN BALTHASAR 
(KL?, p. 113) has, however, drawn the important conclusion that Maximus shows his 
independence from all his predecessors in that he does not understand the Aóyo: as 
identical either with the essence of God or with the worldly existence of things. The former 
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is deeply integrated into a personal, general vision of the mysterious and 
deifying presence of Christ the Logos in the world. 

Maximus uses different expressions to describe or define the Aoyor of 
creation. The most general term is Aóyos той evar, which is primarily 
related to God as Cause. Thus it denotes the created existence of a thing 
as founded in God's will that it should be, it is the principle of its coming 
to be and implies a participation in God as being. As such it should, 
however, be distinguished—though the two Aéyou are intimately 
connected —from the Aóyos той e? eivas, which expresses participation 
in God as good and is the principle of motion in each being, i.e. Aóyos as 
regulating moral action and will]. ^? 

Thinking more of the aspect of differentiation Maximus uses other 
terms, such as Aóyou тди yeyovórwv,!® or AGyou TOV бутор.!* His 
favourite expression, however, is Aóyos фбаешв.! Sometimes he also 
uses the term voikos Aóyos.'9 Now what is characteristic of these Лоуог 
is that they define not only the essence (oboío), but also the coming into 
existence (yéveois) of things, thus revealing both Maximus’ anti- 
Origenist understanding of the Абуог and, once again, his positive 
evaluation of the differentiated world of beings.' 

For, on the other hand, the differentiated Aóyo: pre-exist in God, who 
keeps them together. This pre-existence of the Adyou in God implies, 
first of all, that they are fixed in Him.'$ There are Aóyo for all things 
which exist or will exist, and they are firmly fixed and pre-existent in 
God. According to them all things are and have been brought into 
existence and abide; which, on the other hand, is not to say that things or 
beings themselves are fixed, for there is always an element of freedom 
and motion in the created world as well, and this element has to be made 


alternative would have been an Evagrian tendency, and the latter a Ps.-Dionysian 'danger'. 
See also J. Prano, Voluntad y naturaleza, pp. 154-157. 

38 Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 B. Beside these two there is also a third, ‘supernatural’ Aóyos, 
that of dei elvan. As can easily be noticed, the whole understanding of the Абуов, as it is most 
frequently developed, is anthropological at its centre. —Oh the three forms of being and 
their Абуоь, see further ch. VI: 5 below. See also my study Man and the Cosmos, pp. 132, 
137. 

19 See e.g. Thal 2; CCSG 7, p. 51. 

10 See e.g. Char 4.45; CSC, p. 212. 

161 See e.g. OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 65; Ep 2; PG 91, 404 B; Amb 31; PG 91, 1280 A; 42; 
1341 C and D (definition of man). 

2 See Thal 35; CCSG 7, p. 239 Char 1. 99; CSC, p. 88. 

163 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1081 В. 

14 Thus they may be called “divine” (see Thal 46; CCSG 7, p. 309), which is, however, 
not to say that any created nature possesses the Aóyo: of ‘supernatural’ qualities (see Thal 
59; CCSG 22, p. 55). 

15 Amb 7; PG 91, 1081A; 42, 1329 A. 
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active in their drawing nearer to their Aóyos (i.e. as Aóyos TOU eivai) 
according to God's purpose for that particular being as well as for the 
whole created world. Thus beings may be in or out of harmony with their 
Aoyos, but at least if they are in harmony with it, they will also move 
according to a fixed purpose of God (arpó6eaus).!56 

We see immediately, that the pre-existence of all Aéyou in God 
safeguards their unity in Him, but that their differentiation and the 
mobility of created beings, also ordered by God, safeguard at the same 
time their independence and individual existence. With God is the truth 
of all Лоуо:, says Maximus on the one hand,'* but on the other affirms 
that things are seen as limited, because existing according to their own 
individual ideas, through which —as through those of adjacent beings— 
they are defined and altogether circumscribed.' Or we hear, on the one 
hand, that the one Logos is many Лдуо:,!8 but on the other, that all the 
Àó'yov subsist eternally in God's good counsel,'” and pre-exist monadical- 
ly in God." Therefore, Christian contemplation (@ewpia) may see the 
Logos in the Aoyou,'” but on the other hand, the eternal presence of the 
Logos in the Абуог is one which in this world of time and space is to be 
perceived by faith and in a strictly Christological perspective; only in the 
end, from an eschatological point of view, will it also be existentially 
(brapkruos)!? realized. 


The Лбуо:, pre-existent in God, are held together by the Logos 


We have seen how the principles of differentiation and unity are 
inseparable in Maximus’ theology of the Aéyou. This is apparent, also 
when we study the relationship between the Logos and Ше Абуог. For 
while on the one hand they are summarized in the Logos, it belongs to the 
very nature of the Logos, on the other hand, that he wills to become flesh, 
to be incarnate, which is also to say, in some way differentiated. We may 
indeed, in this context, speak with І.-Н. Dalmais, of a “mystique du 
Logos”’,'”* because the secret of this theology is that the Logos is the place 


166 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1329 A. 

7 Amb 7; PG 91, 1081 A. 

18 а; 1081 B. 

19 ыа; 1077 С. 

10 Tbid.; 1080 A. 

i Thal 60; CCSG 22, p. 81. 

172 Cf. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, p. 76. 

13 See this term in Maximus’ criticism of the Origenists, Amb 7; PG 91, 1089 B. Cf. 
SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 191. | 

1 DALMAIS, Un traité de théologie contemplative, RAM 29 (1953), p. 143. 
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of all the Лоуо:.! For, as von Balthasar has pointed out, the orthodox 
counterpart of the Origenist doctrine of the primitive henad of Хоугков 15 
for Maximus this unity of the Aóyor in the Logos. This in fact, however, 
is also to say that the refutation of Origenism at this point could hardly 
be more central in Maximus' theology. For it is in their differentiation 
that the Лӧуог are held together in Ше Logos. 

Consequently, Maximus makes a double affirmation. А person who 
regards the multiplicity of things in wisdom, he says, will see both the one 
Logos as many Aóyo: and the many Aóyo: as the one Logos, for in Him, he 
adds with reference to Col. 1: 16, i.e. in Christ the Logos, all has been 
created." This is, however, not to say that the Logos as mediator 15 
deprived of his super-essential character. He 15 all the time regarded as a 
person in the mysterious Godhead, for whom the principles of apophatic 
theology remain relevant. But nevertheless it is equally true, that the 
many Aóyo are one Logos, and the one Logos is many Adyot.'™ 

One should perhaps add, that, according to the general structure of 
Maximus' thinking, the relation between the Logos and the Aoyou can 
hardly be one of a simple identification, since unity and differentiation 
are equally important, first of all, because the presence of the Logos in the 
Adyou is always seen as a kind of incarnation—a parallel to the 
incarnation in the historical Jesus—and thus as an act of divine 
condescension. On the other hand, the pre-existent unity of the Aoyou in 
the Logos is ideal and only in an eschatological perspective will their 
unity be existential (Опаркткоз).!? | 

Thus only Christian contemplation (@ewpia) is able to see Ше Logos 1n 
the Адуог.! But then there is to Maximus no doubt, that —seen from the 
point of view of unifying contemplation —the Лоуо: are seated like birds 
on the branches of the great Logos tree,!?! which has grown from the 
mustard seed of the Gospel, while—from the other point of view, that of 
the incarnation and differentiation of the Logos—the Adyor of intelli- 


75 Cf. DALMAIS, La fonction unificatrice, Sc. Ecclés. 14 (1962), р. 452. This idea has 
been further developed by Riou, op.cit., 54-63. l р 

176 See voN BALTHASAR, КІ2, р. 126. For a more recent discussion of this problem, see P. 
FARRELL, Free Choice . . . , pp. 133-142. 

1? Amb 7; PG 91, 1077 C. l l 

178 Thid.; 1081 ВС: cf. Знекмооо, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 179 f., where the relationship 
between these two aspects leads to a problem requiring a specific study: are the Абуог 
situated in the divine essence or only in the divine energies? Cf. p. 64, n. 109 above. — 

19 Cf. SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 191. For a more recent discussion of this theme and its 
relation to Palamism, see my study Man and the Cosmos, pp. 137-143. 

! Cf. LOOSEN, ор. cit., p. 76. 

181 See Gnost 2. 10; PG 90, 1129 A; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 547 f. 
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gible beings may be understood as the blood of the Logos, and Ше Aoyou 
of sensible things as the flesh of the Logos, through which those who are 
worthy are allowed to have spiritual communion with God.!? Thus the 
Лоуов are to Maximus not identical either with the essence of God or with 
the existence of the things in the created world.'® In fact an apophatic 
tendency is combined in Maximus with an anti-pantheistic tendency. For 
the created world is attributed a positively independent existence, 
without interfering with the sovereignty of God above and in the world. 
This is effected, above all, thanks to the understanding of the Aoyot as 
decisions of God's уі! 


The Абуон of creation are intimately connected with the Абуог of the economy 
of salvation and of Christ's Incarnation in the flesh 


The cosmological (ontological), the providential and the historical Logos 
are not separate elements in Maximus' theology, but consciously de- 
picted as one and the same: Christ, the Son of God the Father, and the 
Lord of the Church. He is the centre of the universe in the same manner 
as he 1s the centre of the economy of salvation. This fact is particularly 
made evident in a passage in Amb 33, where Maximus indicates a 
three-fold embodiment of the Logos, not only in His coming in the flesh 
(торотото: €voapkos), but also already in Ше Aóyor of created beings 
(Aoyot rov Орто) and in the letters and sounds of Scripture.!55 This 
three-fold embodiment seems to be closely linked with Maximus’ idea of 
three general laws in the world: natural law, written law and the law of 
огасе.!8 Thus in Maximus’ view, the Logos, on account of his general will 
to incarnate himself, holds together not only the Aóyo: of creation but 
also the three aspects of creation, revelation (illumination) and salva- 
tion.!?? | 

82 Thal 35; CCSG 7, p. 239. 

! Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, р. 113. 

'^ Cf. ibid., p. 114 f. One can, in fact, hardly agree with Hemtyes, De opgang van den 
menschelijken geest, BiNJ 5 (1942), р. 299, who says explicitly that the Aéyo are reflections 
of God's essence; cf. also HEmNTJES, Een onbekende leraar, StC 11 (1935), p. 181. Generally, 
see DALMais, La théorie des Чоро?.... 

83 Amb 33; PG 91, 1285 C-1288 A; cf. DALMArs, RSPT 36 (1952), p. 249 and IDEM, La 
manifestation du Logos... , pp. 13-25. 

#6 Von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 289 f., has emphasized this connection and the fundamen- 
tal importance of the text, while SugRwoop, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 52, systematizes the 
passage in a different way. On the three-fold ‘incarnation’, see also BLOWERS, op.cit., p. 119 
and p. 168, n. 114. 


87 Notice the tantum-quantum formula used in Maximus’ summary of the effect of this 
three-fold action of Christ, in ibid, 1288 A. 
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Consequently, contemplation of the Adéyou in creation (Oecpio 
qvouwi)) belongs to the work of the Spirit in man's sanctification and 
deification. This intellectual process is not separated from spiritual 
growth but is an integral part of it. The outward impressions suggest the 
Лоуо of things to an attentive soul, so that they—and the Logos in 
them—may be spiritually contemplated.!5* The reasonable part of the 
human soul may gain an analytical knowledge of things through the 
Aoyou.'®? But this knowledge of the Лоуо is as such a divine gift. 

A similar relationship to the powers of salvation is, of course, 
presupposed also in relation to the Абуог of Scripture. Incarnate in the 
words and sounds of Scripture, the living Lord must also illuminate their 
deepest sense, as he did once in his earthly career, revealing the secrets of 
the OT.?! And this holds true not only of the spiritual contemplation of 
the mysteries of Scripture, but also of its ethical teaching, that is to say 
the Adyo. of the commandments, an expression found already in 
Evagrius.'” For in the latter there is also a true knowledge? (though its 
primary implications are for the vita practica), and the Logos is really 
present in his own commandments.'^* He is, however, hidden in them, 
and has thus to be revealed through practical obedience to them. And 
here the dialectic of incarnation and unification is at play again: in the 
vita practica, thanks to his presence in Ше Лоуо: of the commandments, 
the Logos becomes incarnate, but this incarnation is a counterpart to the 
opposite movement of human ascent towards the divine simplicity, 
which takes place in the vita contemplativa and in true gnosis.'^ 
Maximus says that in Ше first movement, that of condescension, the 
Logos becomes "thick", while in the second he becomes “thin”, as he was 
in the beginning.’ It is this incarnation of the Logos in the virtues which 
is so eloquently described for instance in Ep 2, where this process is not 
simply regarded as a preparation for a necessary higher stage of natural 
contemplation but may, as in the case of a layman living in Ше world, 


18 See e.g. Amb 10; PG 91, 1113 А and 1116 A and Amb 21; 1248 В. 

169 Amb 10; PG 91, 1113 A. 

30 See Thal 63; CCSG 22, р. 159. On @ewpia фисікӯ and its relationship to the Лоуов of 
creation, see further ch. VI: 3; p. 349 ff. below. 

191 Cf. Dar MAIS, RAM 29 (1953), p. 124. 

32 Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 4. 55; PO 28, р. 161; cf. FRANKENBERG, р. 294 f. 

193 See Thal 36; CCSG 7, p. 243. 

7^ Gnost 2. 71; PG 90, 1156 D. 

P5 QuDub 142; CCSG 10, p. 101. 

1% Gnost 2. 37-38; PG 90, 1141 CD. The idea goes back to Origen; see on the general 
background of Maximus’ thinking here vou BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 518 ff. 

37 See particularly PG 91, 401 АВ. 
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lead directly to deification. The two aspects are in fact held together in 
one purpose of communion with God, through Christ the Logos. The 
Lord Christ is to Maximus also the substance of all the virtues, and thus 
everyone who partakes consistently of virtue, partakes of God himself. 
The Logos holds all together, as he is the embodiment both of being and 
of true existence? 

This unification without annihilation is thus indeed the divine 
purpose itself. It has been prepared in creation by the diversification of 
the Logos—itself a primary incarnation and a presupposition for the 
historical incarnation in the flesh—and it has been brought to a 
victorious conclusion by Christ's unification, not only of what had been 
torn asunder by sin, but also of that which was naturally differentiated. 
Of these two kinds the former 15, however, an annihilation of unnatural 
divisions, but the latter a unification characterized by a preservation of 
differentiation in immutable unity. In the life of Christian believers this 
process is fulfilled in a will to unity, which destroys unnatural divisions 
in opinions and on the social level, and is deemed worthy to receive 
illumination through the multiplicity of the world by the one Logos, 
present in all. 

This dominant concern for the preservation in unity is well illustrated 
by a passage in Amb 10, where we learn that the shining clothes of the 
transfigured Christ symbolize the fact that, when God, the Sun of 
righteousness, appears to the mind, then all the true Aóyo: of intelligible 
and sensible things will also appear together with him.” And the 
providential aspect of Maximus’ whole theology of the Лоуо: of creation 
15 equally well illustrated by another passage, in Amb 41, where we learn 
that in the Incarnation God united in himself both the natural diversifi- 
cations of the universal nature, and the Лоуо: of that which is produced 
partially, Aóyoc thanks to which, however, even this unification had been 
made possible.” 

Creation by the Word thus implies to Maximus not only a positive 
evaluation of creation but the inclusion of the latter in a purpose of 
universal unification, on the basis of the Incarnation by grace of the 
Logos, in which all the Aoyou of things abide. 


38 Amb 7; PG 91, 1081 CD.—On Ше incarnation of the Logos in the virtues, see 
further ch. V: B, 5 and on the relationship between the vita practica and the vita 
contemplativa in this context, see particularly ch. VI: 2 (p. 339 ff.) below. 

^! Notice the close relationship between Adyou and трӧтог in Ше field of ethics; see 
Thal 22, CCSG 7, р. 143; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 638. 

20 PG 91, 1156 АВ. 

2! PG 91, 1308 D. 
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5. Creation on the basis of God's prudence 


There is for Maximus no sense in trying to penetrate into the reason of 
God's creation. His apophatic theology implies resignation at this point 
on the part of man. Man has simply to trust in God's prudence 
(epóvnats), which has marvellously brought the world into its complex 
being.” 

One should notice, however, that the word used here is фротпоп. 
Aristotle for instance had distinguished between prudence and wisdom 
(copia) and given to the former a practical and to the latter а 
theoretical function. For Maximus this distinction is equally relevant. 
gpovnois implies to him a practical understanding, and is related to 
active life, being a function of the Aóyos rather than of the vovs to which 
wisdom (cogia) is related."* Maximus at this point too comes very close 
to Evagrius, who expresses the same duality of prudence — wisdom, 
and who says that qpórvnow contemplates the powers but not the Aoyot, 
which are revealed through cogia.” Maximus also sometimes contrasts 
фрбупот, as expression of a right use of Ше irascible and the con- 
cupiscible elements in man, with knowledge (уус), and says that it 
is a capacity for discernment between virtue and vice. Thus, by using 
the word prudence in relation to God's creation Maximus obviously 
underlines once more the apophatic understanding of God. Though God 
must be supposed to have contemplated Ше Aóyo: of creation and so to 
have created the world,2” the rational background in God of the concrete 
world— which is an expression of His practical reason—remains still 


**unsearchable" 2! 


22 See Char 4. 1; CSC, p. 194. 

23 See e.g. Eth. Nicom. 6, 7, 3; 1141 a. 

24 Amb 10; PG 91, 1109 B. This distinction is also found in Capita alia, a work 
probably by Elias Ecdicus; see M.-Th. Disprer, Elie l'Ecdicos et les hetera Kephalaia 
attribués à S. Maxime le Confesseur et à Jean de Carpathos, EO 31 (1932), p. 34. 

35 See e.g. Pract. 1. 45; PG 40, 1232 D and Mirror for Monks 126 and 131, GRESSMANN, 
p. 164; cf. no. 133, where the same duality of functions is presupposed. 

36 Tiber enost. 146; see Socrates, Hist. eccl. 4, 23; PG 67, 520 AB and FRANKENBERG, 
p. 552 f.; cf. also PG 40, 1285 B. This text seems to have been partly misunderstood by VIL- 
LER, RAM 11 (1930), р. 171, n. 69, who renders Aóyo: “paroles”. Cf. for Evagrius also 
Pract. 1.60; PG 40, 1236 A, which shows clearly that фрбутоп is related to ethical judgments, 
and 1. 61; 1236 B, where avveas is introduced in a list of virtues between фрӧутотс and 
софіа. 

27 See Char 3. 3; CSC, p. 144. 

28 Char 2. 26; CSC, p. 102. 

29 See Char 4. 4; CSC, р. 194; cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, р. 263. 

20 Char 4. 1; CSC, p. 194. 
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6. Creation—an act of divine condescension, which introduces 
the element of motion 


We have seen how Maximus regards even the practical and creative 
prudence of God as unsearchable. Nevertheless he is equally certain that 
creation 15 in itself good, because it has a good Cause. We have also seen 
how already in the initial act of creation, God bridges the gulf between 
the created order and Himself by intention introducing a relationship to 
creation, which is particularly apparent as that between the Aoyou of 
beings and the Logos, who 15 at the same time a person in the Godhead. 
Now these Лоуо are the divine intentions for creation, and thus the 
whole act of God's creation is seen to be an act of intentional condescen- 
sion from the side of God, and the presence of the Logos in the Aoyou may 
e.g. be understood as a primary divine incarnation. God is thus bound- 
less and unsearchable, and yet at the same time he is active goodness 
revealed through his creative acts. 

God may, therefore, be said to be like an abyss or an ocean (пеЛауоз), 
not only in his unsearchableness,?' but also in his creative роойпеѕѕ.212 
God is the immense source of all. Thus, no matter pre-existed its coming 
to be," and spiritual or rational nature is created in the same sense as 
matter 15 created. No created things have existed eternally with God, but 
all are wholly brought into existence by him in time and space?! 

Consequently Maximus entirely rejects—as we have indicated —the 
Origenist idea of a primitive henad of rational beings, coexisting with 
God and from which, by surfeit, they have afterwards fallen.?? Sherwood 
has shown how fundamental and radical this refutation of the Origenist 
myth and its theological consequences was.^' A detailed presentation of 
his results need, of course, not be given here.?"" Let us only underline that 

21 Thid. 

22 Char 4.2; CSC, p. 194. Also the utterings of the Holy Spirit may be called an infinit 
ocean, see Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, p. 19. d i па 

?3 Char 4.2; CSC, р. 194. i 

24 See Char 4. 6; CSC, p. 196. 

23 SHERWOOD has counted the term ‘henad’ six times іп all in Maximus, four times in 
Amb 7 and twice in Amb 15; see The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 85-92. 

26 This is the main theme of SuERwoop, The Earlier Ambigua, see particularly pp. 
92- 102. It should be noted, however, that voN BALTHASAR already in 1941 (in KL, p. 97 ff.) 
pointed out that Maximus criticizes the Origenist idea of an original stability (orácus) of all 
created spirits in God, and establishes an anti-Origenist triad of becoming (yéveous)— 
motion (kivnois)—rest (oráocus). 

Ei SHERWOOD makes clear, however, that Maximus sets out to refute specifically the 
primitive henad of rational beings, a term which may go back to Origen himself (see 
SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 73) and is at least found in Justinian’s anti-Origenist documents (see 


SHERWOOD, ор. cit., p. 85 Е). Maximus does this by changing the (in his mind wrong) 
Origenist triad pov), xivnats, yéveots (see Amb 7; PG 91, 1069 A) into his own: yéveatus, 
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this refutation implies, first of all, a positive evaluation of the concept of 
motion in relation to the created world. Maximus, who adheres to an 
Aristotelian understanding of motion,?? thus regards the movement of 
rational beings towards God, not as a return to a primitive unity, but asa 


катотв, arácvus (see e.g. Amb 15; PG 91, 1217 D), probably using as his point of departure 
“the Plotinian use of stasis, as indicating the final end of all motion and desire" (SHERWOOD, 

op. cit., p. 96). Maximus thus breaks the spell of the Hellenic circle by way of its own logic, 

and there i 1S nO longer any idea of successive falls and endless generations, nor of any satiety 
in the stage of araous. For Maximus odors "belongs to the realm beyond" (SHERWOOD, ор. 

cit., p. 94), and is reached only when man has moved to the point where for him the 
ultimate desirable is (see Amb 7; PG 91, 1069 B).—A word should be added on Ше 
relations to Evagrius at this point. That Evagrius was included in the anathemas of 553 has 
long been evident; in fact his texts were directly quoted in some of them (see e.g. SHERWOOD, 
Op. cit., p. 85 and note 30). It may also be taken for granted that Evagrius actually taught the 
primitive henad in the sense indicated, though explicit statements are difficult to provide 
(see voN BALTHASAR in his commentary on the Gnostic centuries, KL?, p. 531; cf. also W. 

BoussET, Apophthegmata, Tübingen 1923, pp. 294-300, esp. p. 229 about the fall as 
кіло). At least one may now conclude— since А. GUILLAUMONT has restored the reliable 
(Syriac) text of Evagrius’ Gnostic centuries (see PO 28, 1958, fasc. 1)—that it must have 
been quite possible to deduce the Origenist triad which Maximus rejected in the Ambigua 
from Evagrius himself. See esp. Cent. gnost. 6. 20, PO 28, p. 225, where the primitive 
movement of beings is described as a fall away from God, after which God— who was from 
the beginning the creator of non-corporeal beings—also became creator of bodies and 
judge etc.; and further Cent. gnost. 6. 75; PO 28, p. 249, where a triad of 7 1 прот? урос of 
the Лоукої (which is “contemplation of the Holy Trinity") —4 то? avre£ovoiov Kivnots 
(followed by прдтоа)--кр!о (followed by an opposite movement and providence and 
judgment) can be discovered (for the Greek terms, see W. FRANKENBERG, Euagrius Ponticus, 
Berlin 1912, p. 411, where the distorted Syriac text is retranslated). This last triad is in fact 
very similar to that which is transformed and corrected by Maximus, for there the original 
contemplation of rational beings presupposes an existing unity in God, and крго:з (in the 
first sense) is, as we have seen, for Evagrius also an equivalent of creation in diversity, 
second creation (on the concept of double creation, see further ch. III: B, 1, p. 147 ff. below; 
cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 531; on the idea of a double creation as judgment in Evagrius, cf. 
also Cent. gnost. 3. 38; PO 28, p. 113 and 4. 4; p. 137, commented upon by А. and С. 
GUILLAUMONT themselves in КНК 142, 1952, p. 187 ff.). Since Evagrius also knew а 
redemptive triad of xivnow, прдуоа and xpiow, Maximus may very well have found his 
positive starting-point there, too. 

That the complicated process of Maximus' refutation of Origenism is part and parcel of 
the intricate process of his assimilation and rejection of Evagrian thinking has at least 
become more credible in recent years, since the findings of GUILLAUMONT have helped us 
considerably to rediscover Evagrius as a primary source of the anti-Origenist anathemas of 
553 (for the discussion of this problem in relation to the text of the Gnostic centuries of 
Evagrius, see the important study by A. GuILLAUMONT: Les "Kephalaia gnostica” d’ Évagre 
le Pontique, Paris 1962; cf. the earlier indications by Е. REFOULE, La christologie d'Évagre, 
OCP 27, 1961, pp. 221-266).—Thus when Maximus, e.g. in Ep 2 (PG 91, 396 C), 
underlines that love alone brings man to the true orée, this is to be seen in the light of the 
corrected triad, and the idea is in fact non-Evagrian. For love has this power because it is 
divine, and not because it gathers together things which have had their отдов in God 
already. 

28 Cf. SHERWOOD, ор. cit., p. 99.—8See also the concept of “moving rest" as analysed by 
P. Plass, ‘Moving Rest’ in Maximus the Confessor, pp. 177-190. 
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development in the direction of a unifying end, fixed by God in his 
creation. This movement is conceived as a growth which presupposes a 
willed establishment of a created world with its own identity, by nature 
separated from, but at the same time orientated towards God, its 
Creator. 

Creation as an act of divine condescension thus introduces a move- 
ment of fulfilment, so that God himself, though immovable, might be 
said to have realized his creative power in motion.?? For motion towards 
God as end presupposes — not a fall from a primitive henad, as for the 
Origenists, but—a condescending ‘motion’ from Ше side of God as 
Creator and Provider. 


7. Every creature is composite of substance and accident 


The decisive difference between Creator and creatures is to Maximus the 
fact that God, from one point of view, is pure substance, simple and 
unqualified, while creatures have qualified substances, and are composite 
and mutable.?? In the cosmological context of the present chapter this 
plain and obvious statement requires, however, at least a short study of 
Maximus' understanding of the key concepts of substance and nature. 


The concept of substance 


Von Balthasar has noticed that Maximus uses the word substance (офота) 
in two different senses, a duality which recalls the two ways in which the 
concept was used by Leontius of Byzantium.?! The duality as such, 
however, probably goes back 1n both cases to the Aristotelian concepts of 
prima and secunda substantia. For there already an individual aspect of 
the term, related to substantia prima, and a conceptual aspect, related to 
substantia secunda, are balanced against each other. For Leontius too, 
though differing from the original Aristotelian understanding, there is a 
first sense, in which substance is regarded as that which exists for itself, 
but of which all beings then partake, including God, and something like a 
second sense, in which substance is more or less identical with “form” or 
"nature".?? And in the same manner Maximus distinguishes between 
otaío as a supreme ontological category, which includes all beings— with 

29 This idea seems to be implicit in Char 4. 2; CSC, p. 194. Cf. our discussion of the 
Ps.-Dionysian concept of divine ecstasy in Maximus in ch. VI: 10, p. 423 ff. 

29 See Char 4. 9; CSC, p. 198. 


21 See VON BALTHASAR, КІ2, pp. 213 ff. 
22 See JuNGLAS, Leontius von Byzanz, p. 72 f. 
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the exclusion of God, of course—and another substance, otoíoa каб 
éxaorov, which is almost identical with "nature" 2? 

We see, however, immediately that for both Leontius and Maximus, 
Aristotle's substantia prima has more or less disappeared— obtoíta in the 
first sense comes very close to a general concept of being, or idea of 
being—and thus the element of individuality is no longer safe-guarded 
by the term in any of its senses. At the same time Maximus, by elevating 
God above ottaia—as Ps.-Denis particularly, on the basis of his mainly 
Neo-Platonist philosophy, had already done—has opened up the possi- 
bility of considering elements in creation which are not identical with 
substance and yet not merely accidental, and the possibility of a created 
existence which is more than participation in general being. This other 
aspect — which is that of freedom, movement, individuality in a positive 
sense—though instigated by the Aristotelian philosophical tradition, so 
influential in Maximus’ whole thinking, would certainly not have been 
developed to such a considerable extent, had 11 not been integrated with a 
post-Chalcedonian Christology which made the hypostatic mysteries the 
very core of Christian thinking. 

In relation to the concept of substance (otoía) the dynamic element 
just indicated may be observed at a few definite points. 

a) офота itself, as we know it, is a category of creation. God, though 
being, is above otoía,"^ and created офота is not eternal as “Ше Greeks" 
presume.?? In a first sense обота is thus a general category of created 
being, for which the principle of being (Aóyos rov eiva) is the unifying 
norm, and which includes all families of creation./7$ As a created 
element—though a totality including even the universals—it is, howev- 
er, characterized by limitations, which belong to all creation. Thus it is 
not without a contrary, since non-being is its contrary; it is not simple 
but stands in a certain duality because related to accident, and is present 
in things, characterized by difference (Stagopa).”” 

23 Von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 214 f. See further on "nature" p. 87 ff. 

24 See on God as Рперойотов e.g. Amb 1; PG 91, 1036 B; 7; 1081 B; 17; 1224 В. Cf. 
Gnost 1. 2; PG 90, 1084 A. Maximus builds here chiefly on Ps.-Denis (see De div. пот. I, 1; 
PG 3, 588 AB and particularly De div. nom. 5, 2; 816 C), though already Gregory of Nyssa 
had regarded God's ovoía as transcendent in an absolute sense; cf. DANIÉLoU, Platonisme et 
théologie mystique’, Paris 1954, p. 300 f. 

25 Char 3. 28; CSC, p. 156. This idea was of pagan neo-Platonist origin and had been 
attacked by John Philoponus and Zacharias; cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 148. 

26 Thal 48; CCSG 7, p. 343 f. Von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 214, emphasizes correctly, that 
as such it should however be distinguished from Aristotle's substantia secunda. 

?" Char 3. 28; CSC, p. 156. God's substance alone has no contrary, while created 


substance depends on the will of the Creator. Cf. 3. 29; CSC, p. 156 ff. 
25 Amb 67; PG 91,1400 C. Maximus says here that all created things are dual: sensible 
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b) обоча and ето are not quite identical. Von Balthasar has made 
clear that, though the two concepts are more or less identical, the term 
eiva, seems to include and underline the aspect of being as existence.2? 
He has particularly drawn attention to Ep 12, where Maximus tends to 
contrast "the principle of substance" (similar to “the principle of 
nature") against the wider or higher concept of “Ше principle of 
being".^? Another indication of this tendency is, of course, the fact that 
ovoia in the precise (second) sense is more or less identified with 
"nature" (picts), while eivat is introduced into a triadic scale of 
“being —well-being—ever-being”’.??! 

с) otoío needs to be realized in an act of self-fulfilment.?? In rational 
creatures, this leads to well-being, and from natural potentiality to 
effective actuality.” This is made clear by Maximus especially in Amb 
65, where we learn that being as such possesses no more than the 
potentiality of its realization, which is effected through the intentional 
activity of rational beings, and which implies the natural transcendence 
from mere being to well-being. There is, however, a mutual dependence 
between the elements of substance and intention, in so far as the latter, in 
order to function, must also be carried by the former.?** We also learn, in 
the same passage, that the first stage is one of substantial potentiality 
(Svvapus) and the second one of intentional évépyera. For human beings 
there is finally the third stage of ever-being, which is reached only 
through the active grace of God.” Being as created life is at the same 
time at every stage only a participation in what God gives to his creation 
out of his own being, goodness, wisdom and life.” Thus substance exists 
on account of God's will as Creator; natural self-realization of substance 
is effected on account of God's will as creator of good things and the 
source of all good; but the transcendence of substance is made available 
to human beings thanks to God's ‘economy’ which relates ‘independent’ 
creation to the Creator in positive communication. 


things consist of matter and form, intelligible things of substance and accident. 

29 Von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 215 f. 

20 PG 91, 488 BC. 

21 See further ch. VI: 5 below. 

232 Motion is characteristic of ovaia as of all created life; see Amb 10; PG 91, 1177 B. 

23 The third stage, ever-being, intended for human beings, i.e. the stage of eternal bliss 
in deification, is a divine gift, which as such properly transcends the boundaries of обоса 
(cf. ch. VI: 5, p. 368 ff. below). 

24 PG 91,1392 AB. This is an indication that Maximus still moves in the Aristotelian 
line of thinking; cf. on Ps.-Denis as his predecessor at this point, VON BALTHASAR, KL, p. 40. 

23 Cf. Amb 7; PG 91, 1073 C. 

236 The Aóyo: of Ше three-modes of being are pre-existent in God; see Amb 7; PG 91, 
1084 BC; cf. Char 3. 27; CSC, p. 156. 
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d) otaío in the second sense is integrated into a dynamic relationship 
between the different aspects of generalization. Since substantia prima in 
the Aristotelian sense tends to disappear in Maximus," the element of 
individuality and particularity has had to be related to substance in the 
second sense, but the latter concept of substance 15 not able to give proper 
place to this element of individuality. Therefore, otoío as related to 
universals, families or species—and as almost identical with фоопв?8-- 
cannot be identified with such concepts as hypostasis or existence 
(тарёқ), which are apt to include the realization of the element of 
freedom, movement and will. обота in the second sense may imply a 
successive scale of particularity??— from universals to families and from 
families to species? —but it remains a fact, that all ёст is general and 
all obcío (in the second sense) concerns an entire species." And 
thus—though every individual substance moves and is moved’ —the 
personal element in the realization of the potentiality of the substance is 
not included in the concept of substance itself. 

And so Maximus has had to work with an idea of individual 
subsistence, which is not identical with his concept of particular sub- 
stance, though he does not develop it in full.” But then we may also 
conclude that Christological requirements are met by now in a мау,“ 
which is also able to transcend the limitations of older ontological 
considerations. The aspects of unity and true self-realization have—tfor 
soteriological reasons—had to be interrelated in such a way that a proper 
balance and perfect harmony are equally safeguarded. 


21 That Maximus is aware of Aristotle’s concept is, however, quite clear. In ThPol 23 
Maximus agrees with Clement of Alexandria (in the lost writing De provid.; GCS Clem. 3, p. 
219) in defining first substance as that which subsists for itself, and distinguishing in all four 
kinds of substances, exemplified as follows: first substance, by a stone; second substance, 
by the plant; third substance, by the horse; and fourth substance, by man (PG 91, 265 D- 
268 А). But in ThPol 26 he refers almost with disdain to an Aristotelian definition of 
ovoía (av6vmóororov mpa yj.o) as to that of “the philosophers" (as such he could have 
found it also in Leontius, see JUNGLAS, Leontius von Byzanz, р. 72 Е.) and contrasts it 
with that of “the Fathers", who regard ovaío as ovrórns qvouct, (PG 91, 276 A). A criti- 
cism of this latter understanding has been made by PRESTIGE, God in Patristic Thought, 
p. 279. 
238 In ThPol 14; PG 90, 149 B, Maximus states expressly that ovoía and фоси are the 
same thing. 

239 This means no degradation. A species is of no less worth than substance, Maximus 
affirms in Amb 10; PG 91, 1181 C. 

240 See e.g. Amb 41; PG 91, 1312 B-D; 10; 1169 C and 17; 1228 D. 

21 Cf, von BALTHASAR, КГ, р. 215. 

22 Gnost 1.3; PG 90, 1084 АВ. 

23 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL), loc. cit. 

244 See Maximus’ discussion of the problem in Ep 13; PG 91, 517 D-520 С. 
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The concept of “nature” 


The concept of nature (eo) is strictly reduced to the sphere of 
universals. The Christological struggles had worked out a clear distinc- 
tion between nature and hypostasis, which to Maximus with his Chalce- 
donian orthodoxy was, of course, beyond discussion. Aristotle had 
understood qéow in a more concrete, though also general and varied 
sense, but such philosophical theologians as Leontius of Byzantium had 
made a definite mark on its Christian meaning. Thus, to Maximus also 
gvots is related to universals, families and species. It denotes what is 
common to all individual beings belonging to each of them and is as such 
identical with обоча in what we called its second ѕепѕе.2 The term 
‘nature’ pertains to the principle of being as it is common to many, while 
hypostasis 15 related also to the principle of individual being, as Maximus 
affirms in complete accordance with Leontius.’ gions is strictly reduced 
to the species (505) and expresses— not to the philosophers but to the 
Fathers, he says—the qualified existence of a whole? 

The term thus has a limited scope and is primarily related to a 
differentiation which is characteristic of all creation, without containing 
the transcending character of the hypostasis. But on the other hand, 
within its limits qóow keeps individuals together, and the Лоуо: of 
creation— which are primarily related to the different natures— are the 
basis of unification within each species. For this reason, it is on the basis 
of góc and its Aoyos, that unity between human beings may also be 
acquired. 

But this is not all that 1s to be said about the category of nature in 
Maximus. For to him the dynamic element in creation is also related to 
nature. Though Maximus does not base himself exclusively or perhaps 
even deliberately on pagan philosophers, it seems quite clear that 
Aristotle's understanding of gious as the source of movement and rest? 
serves as his undisputed starting-point. The only difference is that this 
dynamic element of nature is also seen as created by God and intended 
by him to be its qualification. 

From his Aristotelian point of view Maximus is thus free to regard the 
movement of each nature as decisive for it —and so to reject the negative 

45 ThPol 23; PG 91, 264 AB-265 C, and Ep 15; PG 91, 545 A. 

26 ThPol 23; PG 91, 264 AB, where we find direct quotations from Leontius of 


Byzantium, Lib. tres; PG 86; 1, 1280 A; cf. Epilysis; PG 86: 2, 1924 A. 
29 'ThPol 23; 265 C and 26; 276 A; cf. with the latter text what Leontius says about 


ovoia in in Epilysis; PG 86: 2, 1921 C. 


48 бруі китаешв кой Прещав, see Diets, Doxographi graeci, Berlin 1879, p. 274; cf. 
Aristotle, Phys. 2.1; 192 b; cf. 3.1; 200 b and 8. 3; 253 b. 
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attitude to movement which was characteristic of the Origenists— 
safeguarding at the same time its relative freedom, its dependence upon a 
general divine purpose and the absolute distinction between created 
nature and divine immutable substance.^? Motion and nature are closely 
knit together by Maximus, in a characteristic way, which allows both a 
purposeful general drive towards indissoluble unity with its end, God the 
Creator, and at the same time a strict observance of the individuality of 
species and individuals in the created world. The concept of nature here 
represents the aspect of limitation and relativity, while the concept of 
hypostasis opens up the perspective of a wider expansion outside these 
limitations, in spite of their strict preservation. 

The dynamic potentiality of nature itself is manifest in Maximus' 
affirmation that a nature is defined through the principle of its 
ёруёруєьа,25 which is to say that a nature is not made manifest until its 
potentiality is realized in actuality. The active dynamism of a nature is 
thus the element which reveals a species as what it 15.21 The concept of 
фуочв is not static, and yet its character as that of a limited species—1.e. 
its character as created substance—is preserved. Thus we see clearly, 
how Maximus arrives logically at his dyo-energetic position.” If a nature 
is defined by its dynamic element, then, consequently, each nature can 
have only one natural energy and can permit of no differentiation in its 
natural existence,’ while two natures are bound to have two different 
energies, since they are defined in their differentiation by these very 
energies. This is also why Maximus comes to tbe conclusion that all 
virtues are simply realizations of nature,”* and why Maximus is also 
bound to regard sin as, in a way, leading naturally to its own punish- 
ment.?? 

In his definitions of natural energy Maximus thus underlines the 
qualifying character of this energy, and its necessary relationship to a 
particular nature or substance, within the limitations of which it, 


29 Here, however, he could hardly have got any support from Leontius of Byzantium 
on whose definitions of nature and substance he had to a great extent relied. For Leontius 
seems to have had Origenist leanings himself (on this hypothesis, see RICHARD, Léonce de 
Byzance, était-il origéniste?, REB 5, 1947, pp. 31-36). Maximus’ attitude to Leontius is 
typical of an eclecticism motivated at a deeper level by his preference for theology to 
philosophy. 

250 See Amb 5; PG 91, 1057 B. 

251 Cf. Amb 7; PG 91, 1073 AB. 

?2 He claims to have clear support in Cyril of Alexandria; see ThPol 27; PG 91, 284 
С-285 A. 

255 ThPol 16; PG 91, 201 C. 

2% See Pyrrh; PG 91, 309 B. 

55 See Amb 10; PG 91, 1164 C; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, р. 143. 
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consequently, has an unconfused character.” And in relation to will he 
likewise refers to those who regard it as a natural element, and sees it as 
bound to its particular substance, nature or species.?? 

And yet, there is more to be said about this dynamic element in 
relation to nature. For, as in the case of otoía, also in the case of gisis 
there 1s a certain perspective which leads outside the realm of mere 
nature. Existence includes more than being, but hypostasis too as the 
principle of personal being, related particularly to the aspect of the 
realization of what belongs to nature, is a reality which seems to 
transcend the strict limits of nature.^* This is not to say that there 
is anything within the sphere of hypostasis that is contrary to nature, 
but it is to assert the fact that for all differentiated creation there is 
a divine purpose which co-ordinates all natural dynamism. In fact, 
this transcendence is indicated by nature itself. For, according to 
Maximus' Aristotelian principles, all movement moves towards an 
епа (тЕЛоз), but created things cannot be an end in themselves (only 
God is atroreAés), and thus the end of the natural movement of 
creation must be outside nature itself. And the ultimate end of the 
whole of creation must be that for which all things are, and which it- 
self is caused by nothing, that which is its own end, i.e. God. Now 
this aspect of transcendence cannot be grasped by any automatism of 
nature as such; rather it is an expression of personal existence,” of de- 
cisive freedom. Here man’s “gnomic will" comes into the picture as 
that which may be persuaded to be positively related to the powers and 


` purpose of human паїиге.2 The realization of these powers remains 


entirely natural—the limitations of natural existence are preserved — 
but in relationship to the end man may experience the aspect of tran- 
scendence, a transcendence, in preservation of nature, effected for 
man in Christ as hypostasis of two natures, each with its own will and 
energy. 

We must conclude with von Balthasar, that a new perspective is 


26 ThPol 27; PG 91, 280 CD. 

27 See e.g. ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 C; 14; 153 А; 26; 280 А. 

73 Here, of course, we touch the sphere of anthropology rather than that of pure 
cosmology, but this makes no real difference, for, all the time in Maximus, it is only through 
anthropology that the Christological insights have repercussions in general cosmological 
principles. 

?5 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1072 ВС. 

20 Not only is the hypostasis existent in a substance (&уойотоѕ), but also the substance 
has to be enhypostasized, says Maximus in ThPol 16; PG 91, 205 B. See further voN 
BALTHASAR'S study of the term hypostasis etc. in KL?, pp. 219-232. | 

21 On Maximus' view of different aspects of man's voluntary activity, see ch. IV:B 
below. 
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opened up, where personal existence and the mystery of union in 
infinity are brought together on the basis of Christological insights into 
what was felt as the deepest secrets of created life. 


8. Creation, not only of qualities but of qualified substances, 
which are, however, in need of divine Providence 


When Maximus affirms that God created not only qualities but qualified 
substance,” he does so not only in rejection of pagan philosophers, who 
had assumed the eternal existence of substances and thus also their lack 
of contrariety,2 but also in order to underline that the qualifying 
element in creation is not of a secondary value. Substances and qualities 
are created together, while at the same time both are merely created, 
separated by nature from God's ever-being and by his act of creation 
from non-being, and thus éntirely dependent on condescending divine 
grace for their subsistence. 

This fact, however, brings the dynamic aspect into the foreground 
once more, and invites us to deal, for a short while, with the duality in 
Maximus' system between nature, together with the principle of nature 
(Aóyos gicews), and existence, together with the mode of existence 
(трбтов V«ráp£ews). We have already seen, how the qualifying element in 
nature is that which pertains to it as being moved and moving; and now 
the term трбпов represents, in relation to the differentiated world, in 
Maximus' thinking, this element of energetic qualification, since it is 
through the rpóros that the powers of nature are transferred to the level 
of existence. Originally used by the Cappadocians and by Amphilochius 
of Iconium, but also occasionally by e.g. Leontius of Byzantium, the 
concept of “mode of existence", as counterpart to “principle of nature", 
plays in fact a very important róle in Maximus' Christology and in his 
whole understanding of the dynamism of God's created world.”® And 
according to this view the principle of nature is to a certain extent 
contrasted with the mode of existence. For the former is immutable, in so 


22 Von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 148 f. 

23 Char 3. 28; CSC, p. 156; 4. 6; p. 196. 

24 Comséris refers in the note of the Migne edition (PG 90, 1025) to Aristotle's 
opinion, that there is no contrariety in substance, and voN BALTHASAR, KL’, pp. 148 and 
452 f., n. 2, recalls the fact that Zacharias the Rhetor and John Philoponus had had to refute 
Ammonius of Alexandria's idea of the eternal co-existence of God and tbe substances. 

265 Starting from the work of K. Ноп, Amphilochius von Ikonium in seinem Verhältnis 
zu den grossen Kappadoziern, Tübingen 1904, which he criticizes, SHERWOOD, The Earlier 
Ambigua, pp. 155-168, has made a most valuable study of the history of this concept and of 
its use in Maximus, on which we have relied to a great extent in this paragraph. 











Creation, not only of qualities but of qualified substances 91 


far as it expresses the fixed divine intention for a particular nature, while 
the mode of existence is variable. 

To the Aoyos belongs the fixity of a “law”, while the tpézros implies the 
possibility of degrees of realization of the natural powers.” This should 
not be understood, however, as if the тропо were indifferent in relation 
to Ше Лоуоп.267 

Maximus, consequently, draws Ше conclusion that any innovation— 
the paradigm is, of course, the innovation brought about by Christ — 
pertains to the тротов and not to the Aoyos. For innovation in the Aóyos 
would imply corruption and change of nature, but innovation in the 
тротов simply calls forth the inherent powers of nature itself.?© This rule 
obviously has a Christological purpose first of all, but its use is not 
restricted to the field of Christology. In relation to cosmology it is for 
example used in a passage of Amb 15, where we learn that in the whole of 
creation there is the sphere of an immutable substance with its principle 
and another sphere of “economy” with a principle of movement.” 

In Christ this innovation is a newness of quality (логот), which has 
nothing to do with quantity (лоодттв), i.e. with the continuing fact that 
there are two natures.’” In the Incarnation an immutable relationship 
between two natures 1s combined with a theandric newness of quality 
and existence, which implies, as we saw in ch. I, an ongoing communica- 
tion of attributes between the natures.?! Not because there is just one 
energy or will but because the fruits of the two energies and wills come 
together in the sphere of this newness of existence. 

The concept of “mode of existence" thus opens up the same perspec- 
tive of self-transcendence, which we have studied in relation to the 
concepts of being and hypostasis. This becomes quite clear in a number 
of passages. In Thal 22 we read e.g., that there are certain, more or less 
fixed, “modes of virtues", precisely corresponding to an intellectual 
understanding of the principles of the commandments, but Maximus 
then goes on to say that it is through these modes that God always wills to 


266 Cf. VON BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 121. 

267 As a matter of fact there is a certain fixity also in the тоблоз, for to each nature 
серия я пи mode of existence, which may or may not be manifested; cf. voN BALTHASAR, 

, P- : 

28 Amb 42; PG 91, 1341 D. 
l 29 PG 91, 1217 A. Though the word rpórros is lacking in this passage and Aóyos is used 
in both senses, it is evident that the basis of the statement is the same kind of duality as 
between Aóyos and трӧло in the field of Christology and anthropology. Cf. Amb 5; PG 91, 
1052 B, where the reference is to Christ but the formulation is of a generalizing character. 

20 Amb 5; PG 91, 1057 АВ. 

? See p. 34 ff. above. 
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become man in those who are worthy.?? Here Maximus thus refers to an 
incarnation in the virtues of the believers which is the consequence, in 
the field of sanctification, of the communicatio idiomatum and perichore- 
sis which take place in Christ. It does not interfere with nature, but calls 
forth the natural powers of human nature, so that the boundaries of the 
latter are reached and the human person may experience, by grace, the 
transcendence which is properly called deification. This leads, finally, to 
consequences in the understanding of the freedom of the individual. 
Thus Maximus can also say, that as man in general, everyone operates 
principally, but as someone, Peter or Paul, he “gives form to the mode of 
action"? Consequently, persons are developing and variable in their 
modes, though their natural operation is immutable in accordance with 
the immutability of the principle of their nature. 

This form-giving function of the individual thus makes the develop- 
ment of the energies of nature into something which transcends in 
freedom any merely ontological necessity, though without changing in 
any sense the character and quality which 15 due 10 nature. But then, at 
the same time, the whole of creation, in all its differentiation —though 
not evil in its substance or in its natural movement?"—.is in need of 
divine Providence with its power of unification, in order to fulfil the true 
manifestation of what is given in nature and substance.” For divine 
Providence provides the inspiration to a right movement of all that is 
moved. 


Summarizing very shortly, what our previous notes on Maximus' cos- 
mology have shown, we must emphasize that Maximus is, on the one 
hand, eager to stress the preservation, under all circumstances, of the 
ontological distinction between what is divine and what is created, as 
well as all the other distinctions which are necessarily linked with a 
differentiated creation, regarded as positive manifestations of the divine 
intentions. But on the other hand, he includes in his system an element of 
dynamic transcendence, in relation to all these distinctions, which is 
connected with his high evaluation of motion, based, first of all, on the 
idea of a providential purpose setting before the whole of creation a 
unifying теЛоз which lies outside these limitations—and yet does not 
violate the given fixity of substances, natures and species. We have also 
seen that these two aspects are mutually dependent and interrelated 

22 CCSG 7, p. 143. 

23 ThPol 10; PG 91, 137 A. 


7^ See Char 4. 14; CSC, p. 198; Thal 27, CCSG 7, p. 193. 
75 Char 4. 9; CSC, p. 198; Thal 13; CCSG 7, p. 95. 
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through a reciprocity, understood in terms of the Christology of Chalce- 
don and Constantinople. In developing this system Maximus relies 
considerably on his predecessors within different traditions (such as 
Origen, Evagrius, Ps.-Denis and Leontius of Byzantium)—-as well as on 
Platonic, Neo-Platonist and Aristotelian philosophical presuppositions 
—but by insisting on and developing this idea of reciprocity he has also 
made his own personal and characteristic contribution. 


СНАРТЕК ТНКЕЕ 


Maximus? Anthropology in 
General 





A. The Constitution and Position of Man 


I. The unity of body and soul 


Maximus’ positive evaluation of the created world of substance and 
accident inevitably ought to include a positive evaluation of the empiri- 
cal man as such. That it, in fact, does so Maximus shows first of all at 
three particular points: a) the co-existence in principle of body and soul; 
b) the idea of man as a composite nature and a complete species; and c) 
the conscious analogy between the natural unity of body and soul in man 
and the hypostatic unity of human and divine in Christ. 


Co-existence of body and soul 


Maximus affirms this co-existence in two ways: as both an initial and a 
continuing co-existence. The assertion of the initial co-existence of body 
and soul is in the first place for Maximus part of his refutation of 
Origenism, in which the pre-existence of the soul was a predominant 
element; at the same time it also implies a denial at this point of the 
position of Nemesius of Emesa, who seems to have agreed with Origen in 
relation to at least some pre-existence of souls, though attacking him in 
other respects.! 

In Origenism the doctrine of the pre-existence of the soul was from 
the very beginning one of the most well known characteristics. Origen 
himself, in whom this idea is closely linked with his notion of a double 
creation, first of souls and, as a consequence of sin, also of bodies, 
obviously held this doctrine,’ but a primary source of equal importance 


' Nemesius, De nat. hom. 2; PG 40, 572 B; ef. the commentary by W. TELFER in Cyril of 
Jerusalem and Nemesius of Emesa (LCC 4), London—Philadelphia 1955, p. 282 f., n. 8. It 


‘should be noted here that in the little florilegium of ThPol 26; PG 91, 277 C—and 


elsewhere— Maximus refers to and quotes this work of Nemesius. 
2 Cf. the evaluation of Origen’s texts in this respect, made by Н. CRouzzL, Théologie de 
l'image de Dieu chez Origene, Paris 1956, p. 148 ff. 
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judging by the reference to it in all the attacks on Origenism? was 
probably, as Guillaumont has shown, not Origen but Evagrius. For 
Evagrius clearly professed the doctrine of a double creation‘ and of the 
pre-existence—if not of souls in a proper sense—at least of pure 
intellects, which had fallen and for which the material world of bodies 
had been created, thanks to God's providential judgment. 

When refuting the idea of the pre-existence of souls—together with 
that of the pre-existence of bodies—and stating an initial co-existence of 
both, Maximus probably built to a great extent on Gregory of Nyssa and 
followed very closely his conclusion which was to avoid both the 
extremes. Stéphanou has, in fact, made a valuable analysis of the 
positions of both, though in the end most of his interest is centred on the 
problem of creationism versus traducianism, which is of less interest for 
our purpose.’ The most important conclusion to be drawn from his study 
is, however, that the point of emphasis is different in the two writers. The 
main interest behind Maximus’ argument is to safeguard the sovereignty 
of God and his positive purpose for the empirical psychophysical 
creation, as we know it; and this interest is not one which was predomi- 
nant in Gregory. 

Gregory of Nyssa's argument in favour of an initial co-existence of 
body and soul is chiefly found in De hom. opif., and that of Maximus in 
Amb 42, with the addition of some shorter statements in Amb 7. If we 
now compare these two types of argument in relation to the idea of a 
pre-existence of souls, which is our primary interest— because in both 
cases it is directed against Origenism, and because the arguments against 
the idea of a pre-existence of bodies seem to be put forward mainly for 
the sake of the exposure of two extremes, both leading to unacceptable 


? The pre-existence of souls was mentioned in the IVth century both in the Panarion of 
Epiphanius (GCS Epiphanius 2; p. 411, 1—5) and in Jerome's treatise against John of 
Jerusalem (7; PL 23, 360 B). In tbe anathemas against Origenism ofthe edict of Justinian in 
543 (see ACO 3, p. 213) and of the Council of Constantinople in 553 (see Mans! 9, р. 396) it 
was quoted as the first point of refutation. 

4 See e.g. Cent. gnost. 2. 64; PO 28, p. 87 (cf. for the Greek text Barsanuphius, PG 86:1, 
893 AB) and 6. 20; PO 28, p. 225. 

5 See e.g. Cent. gnost. 3.38, PO 28, p. 113 and 6.75; 249; cf. GUILLAUMONT, Les 
"Kephalaia gnostica”, pp. 103-113. 

6 Later e.g. Ennaeus of Gaza had energetically refuted the idea of the pre-existence of 
the soul, see Theoph.; PG 85, 948 В-949 A, but his argumentation differs more from that of 
Maximus. 

7 See STEPHANOU, La coexistence initiale, EO 31 (1932), pp. 304-315. Here we leave 
aside the specific problems of creationism and traducianism, since it is more interesting for 
us to follow the problem of pre-existence. Stéphanou thinks that Gregory is traducianist 
and Maximus creationist, though both agree on the co-existence of body and soul, see art. 
cit., p. 314. 
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consequences— we shall easily see the difference between them. Gregory 
claims that the Origenist position is intimately connected with an idea of 
metempsychosis (the Greek equivalent of the Indian Samsara), and 
argues that a fall into the material world would not imply purification 

but rather successive falls leading to a complete destruction of the soul 
and that if this were not the case, it would, on the contrary, imply а 
superiority of sensual life over against spiritual life, since the latter would 
be the cause of the fall and the former of salvation.'? 

Maximus, however, argues in the opposite way. He states that the 
doctrine of the pre-existence of the soul would imply a merely negative 
and punitive function in the bodies, which God had been forced to create 
by the very existence of evil, without having intended to do so from the 
beginning. And the visible world, which reveals God, would then have its 
cause in evil." But this is impossible, for all has been created according to 
God's foreknowledge," and the Лоуо: of all that exists pre-exist in God,” 
for else God would have had unwillingly to create things, the Adyou of 
which he did not have from the beginning." 

Thus we see clearly, how Maximus, by stressing the co-existence of 
body and soul in the way that he does, while safeguarding this created 
unity, also safeguards very characteristically both God's sovereignty and 
a positive evaluation of the world in its differentiation. 

But Maximus goes further and states that body and soul cannot exist 
separately," for there is always a relation (охео:5) between soul and 
body!* and they are by necessity bound to each other." 

This is however immediately linked with our next point. 


Body and soul as a composite nature and a complete species 


Composite nature in relation to Christ had been affirmed by the 
monophysites, explicitly by Ѕеуегиѕ,!* but denied by strict Chalcedonian 
and Neo-Chalcedonian theologians. The latter had, however, widely used 
the concept of “composite hypostasis" as a suitable expression for the 


» De hom. opif. 28; PG 44, 232 AB. For Gregory's refutation of the metempsychosis 
idea in general, cf. De anima et resurr.; PG 46, 108 B ff. 

> De hom. opif.; 232 D-233 A. 

10 а; 229 CD, 233 С. 

! Amb 42; PG 91, 1328 A. 

2 Tbid.; 1328 D. 

з Tbid.; 1329 В. 

M Ibid.; 1329 D. 

5 Amb 7; PG 91, 1100 D. 

16 Ibid.- 1101 C. 

п Ep 12; PG 91, 488 D. 

В Cf. LEBON, La christologie du monophysisme sévérien, Chalk I, p. 488 and n. 92. 
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unity of divine and human in Christ.? Maximus does the same. But in 
relation to human nature he uses the expression “composite nature" 
(фоси обудетов) deliberately." This implies, however, in a very charac- 
teristic way, two aspects: mutual independence of the two elements, body 
and soul, and their indissoluble relationship to each other. 

The independence of the elements is expressed in different ways. 
Thus, body and soul are said to have been brought into existence 
differently," and man is said to be double in his nature,” so that the 
Лбуов and rpóros of body and soul are also different.” On the other hand, 
the unification of them — which takes place from the beginning—is not 
due to any intention or will on their own part. The ground is more basic: 
it is necessitated” by the will of God itself through the principle of one 
common, composite nature.” Maximus seems, thus, to stress Ше inde- 
pendence of the elements, not primarily in order to maintain the 
immortality of the soul in spite of its relationship to the body, but in 
order to underline the creative will of God as the only constitutive factor 
for both, as well as for their unity. It is thanks to the pre-existent 
principle of human nature alone that man consists, from the beginning, 
of body and rational soul, and the content of this principle is simply 
that human nature should consist of these two elements, Maximus 
affirms. Therefore, both the independence and the union of body and 
soul—for which there exists no pre-existence of one in relation to the 
other but only co-existence—are based on the pre-existent Aoyos of both 
in God.” 

Here it is, however, of interest to compare Maximus with some of his 
Christian philosophical predecessors. For Aristotle, who raised the 
problem of what constitutes the unity of soul and body, the relationship 
between them had been one of form and matter,”* and this understanding 
was still effective when Nemesius of Emesa tried to solve the problem by 
way of the concept of union of predominance. In both cases the unifying 
force was inherent in one of the elements, the soul, and exerted in 


9 Cf. MOELLER, Le chalcédonisme et le néo-chalcédonisme, Chalk I, pp. 680 and 692. 

2 See e.g. Ep 12; PG 91, 488 D. 

1 Amb 42; PG 91, 1324 CD. 

2 Amb 53; PG 91, 1373 C. 

23 Amb 42; PG 91, 1321 С. 

^ As von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 240, n. 1, has pointed out, this necessity is also strongly 
emphasized by Sophronius, Maximus' venerated superior. 

?5 Ep 12; PG 91, 488 D. 

2 Amb 42; PG 91, 1341 D. 

? Loc. cit. 

28 The soul being the entelecheia of the body, see De anima 2, 1; 412 a, 19 ff. 
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relation to the other.? This way of thinking is, however, as we have seen 
more or less excluded in Maximus. | 

| Моге points of contacts may here be established in relation to Ше 
thinking of Leontius of Byzantium. In fact, a number of similarities can 
be noticed in relation to him, but also a number of very important 
differences. Leontius, like Maximus, stresses energetically the indepen- 
dence of the two elements in relation to each other. The soul is thus 
incorporeal and has a mobility of its own; it lives its own life, even when 
separated from the body—and this is the basic reason why it is also 
immortal and indestructible.? Maximus likewise says, that the soul never 
ceases to have or use its own intellectual forces. As soon as it has been 
brought into existence it will continue to exist, and its intelligible 
character 15 not for the sake of the body but for its own, and quite 
independent of its relationship to the body.?! 

Further, Leontius emphasizes that the unification of body and soul is 
not due to any quality inherent in the soul. It is not *natural" but due to 
divine power.” This reminds us of what Maximus says about the 
unification of body and soul as not caused by any inclination or will on 
their part but exclusively by the will of God.? But here, on the other 
hand, we also clearly see the difference. For where Leontius seems to be 
more interested to safeguard the independence of the soul, Maximus is 
interested in the independence of both body and soul; and where 
Leontius says that their unification is not of nature but of God’s power 
Maximus shows that it is of the Aóyos of their common nature which is in 
fact the pre-existent creative will of God. 

This difference between Leontius and Maximus goes in fact still 
deeper. This is most clearly shown, when we compare what the two 
writers have to say about the union of body and soul. Leontius speaks 
about a “common man” composed of soul and body in whom there is no 
confusion of qualities**—and this does not differ very much from the 
way Maximus expresses his ideas—but Leontius regards body and soul 
as two perfect substances or natures, united in one hypostasis? (but also 

2 I EEO RE MUR of the Church Fathers, pp. 405-407. 

31 Ep 7; PG 91, 436 D-437 A. 

a Epilysis; PG 86: 2; 1940 B. 

MNT Ep 12; PG 91, 488 D. In Amb 7; PG 91, 1101 C Maximus says that their relationship 
15 акиттоз. 

o Lib. tres; PG 86: 1; 1281 A. Already Nemesius talked about union without confusion 
1n relation to soul and body; see De nat. hom. 3; PG 40, 596 AB. 


55 Lib. tres; 1281. 
* Ibid; 1281 C. 
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as two different hypostases).? The two elements are, thus, not imperfect 
in themselves but only in relation to this common hypostasis. Even if 
Leontius adds that the soul alone is no perfect man, though being itself a 
perfect substance, it seems obvious that his main interest is to underline 
the distinction of body and soul, in order to safeguard the necessary 
independence and immortality of the latter. Maximus, on the contrary, 
stresses equally distinction and unity.? 

Thus, body and soul, to Maximus, not only form a composite nature, 
with a Aóyos dicews of its own as its natural ground of being^—-in clear 
contrast to the Leontian form of the idea of a common hypostasis" —but 
also one species,? or a complete species. This implies that body and 
soul cannot, separately, be complete species—cf. Leontius’ statement 
that body and soul are both perfect substances— because they would 
then have to give up their identity when united.“ But it implies also that 
there is no soul, which is without relation to its body, a relationship 
which is preserved even after death, wben the soul is separated from the 
body. This is illustrated, says Maximus, by the fact that one does not 
simply call a certain body “body” after death, but a human body or the 
body of this or that person. Thus the human unity is to Maximus not of 
an accidental but of a natural character and quite undissoluble, in spite 
of the independence of its elements." And we may also conclude that 
where Leontius stresses the distinction between body and soul in order to 
safeguard the immortality and dominance of the soul, Maximus 15 
equally eager to prove the natural unity of body and soul in order to 
maintain the resurrection and permanent participation in created hu- 
man life of the body. 

у Epilysis; PG 86: 2, 1941 D-1944 A. 


8 Lib. tres; PG 86: 1; 1281 D. 

39 WOLFSON, op. cit., p. 414, seems to be right, when he assumes that the common 
hypostasis of body and soul in Leontius is to be understood as the hypostasis of the soul, 
which remains even when it is united with the body and into which the body is thus 
“enhypostasized”’. 

4 СЕ. on composite natures Ep 13; PG 91, 516 D. 

41 See further under 2 below. 

€ See Amb 42; PG 91, 1324 С. 

3 Amb 7; PG 91, 1101 A. 

4 Amb 42; 1324 A. 

45 Amb 7; 1101 C. 

*6 Tbid.; 1101 B. 

47 This accords with some aspects of the anthropology of Leontius of Jerusalem who 
regards man as a new family (кашуб yévos), but with the important difference that Leontius 
bases this idea on a natural orientation of body and soul towards each other; see further 
MOELLER, Chalk I, p. 706. Cf. the suggestions about an influence on Maximus, made by 
SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 60 f. 
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The analogy between the unity of body and soul in man i 
and th ivi 
and human nature in Christ e unity of divine 


We have seen, that the most decisive difference between Leontius of 
Byzantium and Maximus concerning the human unity of body and soul 
lies in the fact that this unity is regarded by Leontius as hypostatic, and 
by Maximus as natural as well. Hypostatic union allows that both 
elements are perfect substances, while natural union implies that their 
completeness 15 in the end related to the whole as one species. Against 
this background it may seem surprising that Maximus nevertheless 
follows Leontius in establishing an analogy between the union of bod 
and soul in man, and the union of the two natures in Christ," though oe 
of these 15 hypostatic and the other natural. How does this harmonize 
with the rest of Maximus’ theology? Sherwood seems to regard it as a 
kind of inconsistency on the part of Maximus; but is this really a 
sufficient explanation? 

The intricacy of the problem becomes obvious, when we compare 
Leontius and Maximus further at this point. For in the two texts, to 
which Sherwood refers, Maximus seems to agree with Leontius, that the 
point of comparison in the analogy is the fact that in both cases there isa 
union of hypostatic character. Thus in Th Pol 13 Maximus compares the 
distribution of identity (ravrórns) and otherness (éreporns) in three 
different kinds of union: Trinitarian, human and Christological, and 
states that in the Trinity identity refers to substance and otherness to 
persons (прооота), while in the two other types of union otherness refers 
to substance and identity to person.’ Similarly, in Ep 15 Maximus—in 
an argumentation to the conclusion that identity of nature implies 
otherness of persons and identity of person otherness of nature—makes 
clear that he regards the union of body and soul as a hypostatic union 
relating two different natures to each other.!! How does this harmonize 
with his view that man is a composite nature and a complete species? 
Does it imply that, in using the analogy of man and Christ, Maximus falls 
back on a Leontian interpretation of both? 

The question becomes still more pertinent, if we ask what Leontius 


himself may possibly imply in his use of the analogy. For it seems clear 


4 An early study of this similarit j 
y was made by GRUMEL, La comparaison de l'áme е! 

du corps, EO 25 (1926), pp. 393-406. The difference between the two writers was also 
underlined by him, though less energetically than it should be. 

У See SHERWOOD, іп ACW, р. 52. 
: PG 91, 145 B. In other places Maximus shows that лрӧс and ёта 
identical; see e.g. Th Pol 14; PG 91, 152 A; cf. ThPol 23; 26 ee diode 

3! PG 91, 552 D. 
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that to him the point of comparison in the analogy between union of man 
and union of Christ is not only the simple fact that both are hypostatic 
unions, but that in both cases hypostatic union means that one element, 
the non-dominant element, is enhypostasized into the other. While the 
union of body and soul lasts, the body has, thus, no hypostasis of its own, 
but the soul is its hypostasis.? But is it, then, we must ask ourselves, 
possible to avoid the conclusion, that the strict dichotomy of body and 
soul, which we find in Leontius, is sometimes also applicable to the 
anthropology of Maximus? And further, is it possible to avoid the 
impression that Maximus himself does not escape the Origenist idea that 
the soul is temporarily united with its body, for the purpose of purifica- 
tion and on account of the divine economy of salvation, but not on 
account of any persistent principle of its own created nature? We have 
seen that in the case of Leontius the main interest is precisely to maintain 
a strict distinction between body and soul, and a leaning towards 
Origenism on his part cannot be entirely ruled out. 

Here we ought, however, to go back to Maximus himself and see, if 
there are other aspects of his use of the analogy. An indication of this is, 
in fact, to be found as early as in Ep 15, where we noticed the statement 
about body and soul as one hypostasis. For there we find, at the same 
time, that Maximus once more rules out the (Origenist) idea of the 
pre-existence of souls, and particularly that he qualifies the union of body 
and soul, not only as a hypostasis but as a union of composition 
(сбудеотв).23 In fact we get the impression that bócracus is here simply а 
synonym for обудеотв. And this may lead to a solution of our problem. 
For if we go to the texts where Maximus expresses most clearly his idea of 
man as a composite nature (dicts обудетов), we also find two other 
characteristic features in the argumentation: 1) that the idea of a 
composite nature in the case of Christ is explicitly ruled out; 2) that the 
union of Christ is later described as a composite hypostasis (Бтдотоотв 
avv6eros).^^ This putting together of the two alternatives is also a way of 
using the analogy, though with one particular condition: that the point of 
comparison is the fact that both are unions of composition (ovvGeats). If 
hypostasis may be understood as a synonym to отудеов, we may 
reconcile the different texts and conclude that Maximus' use of the 
analogy after all is different from that of Leontius. For aóv6ecus is to 


3 See the discussion of this interpretation of Leontius in WOLFSON, op. cit, pp. 
412-415. 

3 PG 91, 552 D. 

* See Ep 12; PG 91, 488 D-492 B; Ep 13; 516 D-520 D and 525 D-529 A. 
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Maximus obviously a more neutral term, applicable to different types of 
union, where his characteristic combination of independence of the 
elements and their indissoluble mutual relationship is at work. 

Here however, we may also get support from the tradition to which 
Maximus adheres. For it is a well-known fact that the use of the analogy 
of man to Christ was never restricted to Leontius of Byzantium. In the 
6th century it was used widely in the most different circles and milieus 
Thus for instance it has been emphasized that Severus, in his very subtle 
monophysitism, was able to use this analogy without introducing, by this 
very fact, any heterodox mixture or confusion. This popularity was 
probably due to Cyril of Alexandria who, by his own use, seems to have 
authorized it as orthodox, though he might in fact have borrowed it from 
the Apollinarians."" Cyril's use of the analogy may sometimes be impre- 
cise,” and sometimes he may see the point of comparison in the fact that 
in both cases there is a union of natures,? but more important for us is 
the fact that he qualifies the union as каб’ €vwowv and “of composition" 
кото обудеотгт.. It may be that Cyril understood union of composition as 
predominance in the Aristotelian sense, as Wolfson has argued," but the 
most important thing in our context is that he does not use it in the sense 
of juxtaposition, and that he has introduced a more neutral term into the 
analogy. Another fact of similar importance is that this term, otv@eors, in 
relation to the Incarnation, was later accepted by the Council of 
Constantinople in 553 as an orthodox expression of the union in Christ 
(in contrast to those of confusion and mere relation), and at the same 
time there declared to be a synonym of hypostasis. Maximus may thus 
very well have used the analogy man— Christ with the idea of composi- 
tion as the dominant point of comparison on the authority of Cyril, and 
the word hypostasis as a possible synonym for it (under particular 
circumstances) on the authority of the Council of Constantinople. 

In the light of Maximus' Christology this fact, however, implies a 
proper estimation of the body and of its permanent relationship to the 
soul. They are regarded as unconfused but indissolubly united, and, if we 


have been right in assuming that the perichoresis idea is at the heart of 


3 See VON BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 230. 

5 See LEBON, Chalk I, рр. 450 and 539 f. 

? To this last point, see LEBON, art. cit., p. 447 and n. 91. 

% See Apol. contr. Theodoret. 3, PG 76, 408 D. 

9 See Ep 45 (ad Succens.); PG 77, 232 D and Ep. 46 (ad Succens.), 4; 245 A. 
$ Ep. 45; 233 A and Ер. 46, 2; 241 B. 

$! WOLFSON, op. cit., p. 409. 

е Cf. ibid., p. 417 f. 
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Maximus' Christology, then the analogy would imply to him even more, 
i.e. an interpenetration of body and soul as well. Is there any sign that it 
does? There is at least one text which makes us think so. 

When Maximus in Amb 7 argues in favour of the initial co-existence 
of body and soul, he not only characterizes their union as a “сот- 
plete species", but he also states, as a consequence of their constant 
co-existence, that the soul never ceases to transmigrate (perev- 
cwpaTovabat) into the body, nor the body to transmigrate (етец- 
фухоусдоц) into the soul.“ Here Maximus not only makes ап anti- 
Origenist use of the terms of transmigration in fact but understands by 
them, on the human level, what he means by perichoresis on the 
Christological level. The reciprocity is in both cases perfect, and the 
point of comparison is in the fact that both are unions of composition. 
But by doing so he further shows an evaluation of the body as an integral 
part of the whole, which—in a way similar to that which we have seen in 
Maximus’ general cosmology—on the level of creation introduces stan- 
dards of Christology, which, by analogy, give its final purpose to the 
created order. 


2. Human trichotomy 


We have seen, how Leontius regarded man in his earthly life as a 
hypostatic unity of two independent substances, body and soul, while 
Maximus defined human unity as a composite nature. We have tried also 
to show that, when on occasion he uses the idea of a hypostatic unity in 
relation to man, Maximus does so in the sense of "composition". It 
would, however, be misleading to stop there, pretending, as it were, that 
the idea of hypostasis would, in Maximus’ case, be entirely out of place in 
relation to man. Our comparison between Leontius and Maximus must 
be more detailed and refined. We must define what Leontius means by a 
hypostatic unity of body and soul in man, and we must find out, where 
the idea of hypostasis becomes relevant to Maximus’ anthropology. For 
only then shall we also be able to see, how man functions as a unity, in 
Maximus’ view, in relation to his divine end. 


в The term perevowparwors is here, of course, not understood in the Origenist sense 
of transmigration of souls (samsara) which Gregory of Nyssa had already refuted.—In this 
context the problem of Apokatastasis is important. For a discussion of that problem in 
Maximus, see B.E. Daley, Apokatastasis and the ‘honorable silence’... , in HEINZER- 
SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 309-339. 

6 PG 91, 1100 D. 
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Human hypostasis 


As regards Leontius, it seems clear that to him the human hypostatic 
union is only of a temporal character. In accordance with his Origenist 
sympathies Leontius felt bound to stress the difference and independence 
of body and soul in relation to each other, to such an extent that he seems 
to have affirmed that they are not only two natures but two hypostases.5 
Their union into one hypostasis is only of an occasional and temporal 
character, not taking place "naturally" because of any natural inclina- 
tion, but entirely on account of God's will. The body is thus temporarily 
enhypostasized into the soul, in the same way as human nature is in 
Christ enhypostasized into the divine.” 

| For Maximus, as we have seen, the picture is quite different. He agrees 
with Leontius that body and soul, regarded separately, may be seen as 
different natures and that they do not form a unity because of their 
natural inclination towards each other but because of God's will. But 
against Leontius, on the other hand, he states that body and soul are one 
composite nature and a complete species, and that, thanks to God's will 
they are brought into existence at the same time, and will remain 
inseparable from each other. 

But do they, then, according to Maximus, also have one common 
hypostasis, and what in that case does the word hypostasis imply? One 
difference between man and the hypostatic union in Christ is evident 
from the beginning. In Christ two natures are united into one hypostasis 
in spite of their difference. The concept of hypostasis transcends what is 
naturally differentiated. But if there is one common hypostasis in man 
this must be so because body and soul form one composite nature. The 
transcending character of the human hypostasis, thus, cannot be mani- 
fested within the telationship between body and soul—for they form one 
nature—but only in relation to something which is not of human nature, 
1.e. superhuman. To the first part of our question— whether soul and 
body have one common hypostasis —the answer is, however, rather easy. 
The difference between Christ and man in this respect is not that one 
unity is hypostatic and the other is not, but that the hypostatic union in 
Christ 15, as it were, merely hypostatic, i.e. non-natural, non-ontological, 
while the human unity of body and soul is a/so natural, ontological. 


Personal unity in Christ has its counterpart precisely in man as a person. 


$5 See Epilysis; PG 88: 2; 1941 D-1944 A; cf. W 1 41 

B sar, KIŻ, p. 238. ; cf. WOLFSON, op. cit, p. 413 and von 
vi Epilysis; 1940 B. This is, however, questioned by UTHEMANN, art. cit 
6 Lib. tres; PG 86: 1, 1277 D-1280 B. i а 
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For since no nature is without hypostasis, then certainly not human 
nature.” 

Maximus in fact affirms this explicitly. He shows that not only human 
nature but also human hypostasis depend on the natural unity of body 
and soul.” Particularly when he stresses the difference between soul and 
body—for from one point of view they are, even to Maximus, two 
different natures—he affirms that they have one and the same hypostasis. 
They are *co-hypostasized" —which is not to say with Leontius that the 
body is enhypostasized into the soul." Therefore, Maximus even once 
mentions the unity of body and soul to exemplify hypostatic union.” 
Finally, he states with emphasis that, if hypostasis means for Ше 
philosophers substance with its attributes, it means for the Fathers— 
who do not explicitly deny the philosophical definition, of course—an 
individual human being, separated as person from other human beings.” 
These statements together safeguard our conclusion that man as person 
is understood by Maximus in relation to his being a unity of body and 
soul. 

The second part of our question—what the word hypostasis here 
implies—is, however, more difficult to answer. For man as a person 
cannot be isolated from the fact that human nature has, in Maximus’ 
view, its hypostasis in the Logos, and thus is itself enhypostasized. Which 
is to say that a personal relationship to God cannot be excluded from 
human nature and is identical with fully realized human existence.” 
That is the reason why, to Maximus, man has full freedom, but his 
freedom is not fully realized until it finds its end in God. Divine and 
human nature are strictly kept apart and are yet—in that very separation 
— deeply interrelated. 

Our question about the hypostatic character of the human unity 
grows, therefore, into a question about the spiritual human subject and 
its position. Here we may, however, take into consideration, that 
Maximus not only speaks of a human dichotomy of body and soul but 
also of a trichotomy in man. It is, of course, not a trichotomy in the strict 
sense of the word, nor a metaphysical distinction"—as ontological 
definition of man the expressions of dichotomy are sufficient to him— 


вв For definitions of hypostasis in Maximus, see ThPol 23; PG 91, 261 A; 264 AB and 
C; 265 D; Ep 15; PG 91, 545 A. 

69 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 172. 

70 ThPol 14; PG 91, 152 A. 

^! ThPol 18; 213 A. 

2 ThPol 26; 276 В. 

3 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 245. 

^ Cf. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, p. 89, п. 19, and SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 84. 
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but nevertheless Maximus often prefers triadic arrangements to describe 
the constitution of man. For the most part we meet a triad of &mióvuio 
диддв, Aoyos” with equivalents, entirely restricted to the psycholo eal 
field, but sometimes also triads which, though primarily psycholo ei 
also introduce other aspects. The most important of these triads Е | this 
context” is that which consists of mind (vovs), soul (уох) and bod 
(сора). For here, at least in some texts, mind is added to the ud 
elements of man—those which are enough to define what man is—as a 
kind of personal aspect of individual human existence, representing the 
subject, as it were, of composite man. However this trichotomy also 
actualizes Maximus' relationship to some of his predecessors, especially 
Evagrius, and we are, therefore, more or less obliged to study its 
problems in some detail. 


Mind, soul and body 


Among the Fathers the idea of human trichotomy had been differently 
treated. The starting-point was partly philosophical, partly biblical. The 
three-fold distinction between the rational, irascible and concupiscible 
parts of the soul is a well-known element in Plato's anthropology," but 
the type of trichotomy which interests us here is said to go back to 
Poseidonius. In Plotinus we find the same idea developed into a 
distinction between three men: sensible man, intelligible man and the 
one in between, who is in fact reasonable man.” The middle position of 
the soul, well illustrated in the last example, is characteristic of all these 
interpretations. On Christian ground this type of trichotomy competed 
with the Pauline triad of body, soul and spirit. Irenaeus e.g. used the 
latter,” while Clement of Alexandria has been regarded as the founder of 
a Christian trichotomist school in a more philosophical sense.® Origen 
seems mostly to have used the Pauline triad,! while Evagrius was 
probably the first writer to break entirely with the Pauline type, so that 
mind (vous) became definitely substituted for the biblical term spirit 
See ch. IV: A, 2, p. 175 f. below. 


id 2 T ПА we shall deal with psychological trichotomy in the stricter sense. 
ud a E . IV: А, 3 (see pp. 185-194) we shall study the Christian history of this 

8 See L. REYPENS, art. Ame, DSp I, col. 435. 

и See CROUZEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, р. 65. 

See Е. САУКЕ, Handleiding der Patrologie, 1, Paris—Doornik—Rome, 1948, p. 216 
Clement at least divided the soul into an irrational and a dominating part; see VOLKER, Der 
wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandrinus (TU 57), Leipzig 1952, p. 110. 

See VON BALTHASAR, ZkTh 63 (1939), p. 100. СЕ, however, e.g. J. САШН, La 
RUE e liberté chez Grégoire de Nysse (Etudes de Philosophie Médiévale 43), Paris 
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(пуебца), though vovs was understood more or less as the divine part of 
man.? From him Maximus now seems to have taken over the same 
trichotomy as a fixed terminology. But at the same time he seems to have 
been influenced to a great extent by Gregory of Nyssa, as far as its 
theological content is concerned. As we have seen, Gregory rejected the 
idea of the pre-existence of souls, and was also eager to stress the unity of 
man. He uses, though with a slight hesitation it seems, the trichotomy of 
spirit, soul and body, as he found it in Paul, but also in Apollinaris," 
and when he uses vods he makes clear, that the word has a spiritual and 
not an ontological sense. It is an aspect of the soul, and the soul is to him 
spiritual and incorporeal but always related to the боду. Maximus with 
his even stronger stress on the unity of man and his positive evaluation of 
the body, is bound to follow the Gregorian line, even when he uses the 
Evagrian terminology. 

Maximus' use of the Evagrian type of human trichotomy and his 
understanding of vovs in relation to it is, as a matter of fact, a good 
example of the subtle way in which he shows both his dependence and 
independence in relation to Evagrius. To a great extent he is able to use 
the same expressions and the same views, but at crucial points he turns 
them in another direction. One of these points seems to be witb regard to 
the personal element of man as a total being.*6 At first, there are many 
similarities. Evagrius and Maximus not only use the same trichotomy of 
vous, Wx, capa as a formal distinction in man. In the way that vous 
is—according to this distinction— defined and described in its function 
and relationship to the best of man, the similarities are also striking. In 
both cases this fact gives to the trichotomy an integral function within 
their anthropology. 

Thus, in both cases vovs is often more or less identified with the 
higher part or capacity of the soul. Evagrius says, that it is called the bead 
of the soul, and contrasts it in different ways with the passible part of 


82 СЕ, von BALTHASAR, loc. cit. 

8 De hom. opif. 8; PG 44, 145 С. 

* Ady. Apoll. 48; JAEGER 3: 1, p. 213. 

85 Cf. Gaitu, loc. cit. 

$$ Tt is characteristic that we find the majority of our examples of Maximus’ use both of 
the trichotomy and of voùs in relation to different aspects of man, in his ascetic writings, 
where his relationship to Evagrius is also most clearly to be seen. In works such as Cent. 
gnost., Liber asceticus and Cent. de char., etc. Maximus seems to have established a 
conscious connection with Evagrius in order to accept what he could accept and reject what 
he had to reject in this writer, so influential in monastic circles. 
.. "! See Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 1.77, PO 28, p. 53; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 114-115; 2. 56, 
PO 28, p. 83; cf. FRANKENBERG, РР. 168-169; Maximus, Char 4. 46; CSC, p. 212; Amb 47; 
PG 91, 1360. 

в Cent. gnost. 5:45; HAUSHERR, OCP 5 (1939), p. 231. 
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the soul.” We get, in fact, very often the trichotomy vovs, tavOupi 
auc , pia, 

Similarly Maximus contrasts vous with anger and concupiscence,” ог 
shows that a harmony must be established between vovs and the passible 
elements in man.” рої is further, in both writers, primarily responsible 
for man's relationship to God. It is the contemplative part of man, and its 
highest function is to contemplate the divine realities and particularly 
the Holy Trinity. Thus Evagrius shows that it is vous alone which 
contemplates spiritual things," and affirms that spiritual knowledge is 
the wings of rovs. vous has its own five spiritual senses.” Evagrius 
further states that vovs possesses three kinds of light: knowledge of the 
Trinity, of its own incorporeal nature and the contemplation of beings,” 
and that vovs is able to see or receive the Trinity.” Likewise Maximus 
affirms in different ways that vovs, which is contemplative, is also the 
primary instrument of man's relationship to God. Prayer, particularly 
pure prayer, is, thus, connected with vovs, and also hope and love 
for God.” vous enjoys in fact a certain familiarity (zappmoio) with 
God. Finally, purified vous is attracted by knowledge of God," 
is active in different kinds of spiritual contemplation!” and occupied 
a eres of God,'? whom it may sometimes even receive within 
itself. 

So far there are striking similarities between Evagrius and Maximus 
at this point. But comparing the two writers one discovers nevertheless 
that their differences are equally important. In Evagrius one notices the 
effects of the Origenist myth of a primitive henad of rational beings, the 
pre-existence of souls, the fall from the divine unity and a second 
creation. In Maximus these marks are eliminated. This means that in 

à See e.g. Cent. gnost. 6. 55; HAUSHERR, OCP 5, p. 232. 

111; eRe i i ei тое о рани 

^ зе n PP mee ; 4. 73; ‚р. 169; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 304-305. 

? Char 2. 48; CSC, p. 116. 

Сер gnost. 1. 33-34; PO 28, p. 33; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 78-79. 

s rin gnost. 3. 56; PO 28, p. 121; сЕ FRANKENBERG, pp. 226-227. 

ent. gnost. 2. 35; PO 28, p. 75; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 154-155. 


" Cen gnost. He m ES 28, p. 53; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 112-113. 
ent. gnost. 3. 30; 28, p. 111; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 210-211 ; : 
cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 238-239. i е LE 
Asc 24; PG 90, 929 C; Char 3. 61; CSC, p. 122; 2. 100; p. 142. 
? Char 1. 3; CSC, p. 50; 2.14; p. 96; cf. 1. 9-11; p. 52. zx 
0 Char 1. 50; CSC, p. 66 and 1. 68; p. 74. 
Е: Char 1. 32; CSC, p. 60. 
Char 1. 87; CSC, p. 84; 1. 90; loc. cit.; 1. 97; p. 86; 2. 97; p. 142 and 
3 Amb 10; PG 91, 1112 D. Mud cQ id 
14 Char 3. 94; CSC, p. 188. 
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Evagrius one recognizes a certain dichotomy within the soul itself 
(leading even to a kind of ontological trichotomy in man) on the one 
hand, and a non-human affinity between vous and the divine world on 
the other, while in Maximus a stronger stress is noticeable on the 
relationship between vovs and the rest of man, and on the whole of man 
as a created being, different from God and entirely relying upon His 
grace for the realization of its end. 

Thus Evagrius often contrasts vous with yuyn in the sense of the 
passible part of the soul. The middle position of the latter is marked out. 
The mind (vovs) is, as it were, made heavy through its connection with 
sensibility. Thus, Evagrius says that detachment is the light of the soul, 
but knowledge the light of the mind, 5 and that the mind, if it advances 
on a road which belongs to the instruments of the soul, will be haunted by 
the demons. Further, we learn that yvy is that vous which has fallen 
away from its original Unity and has descended to the stage of the vita 
practica." For this reason vous should educate the soul and the soul 
should educate the body, and when the vous enters into the light of the 
Holy Trinity it should possess the soul as a fire possesses its body.’ vous 
cannot be united with its knowledge, until the passible part of its soul is 
united with its own virtues.!? The mind has, thus, not only to become 
pure but “naked”, i.e. freed from all worldly representations.!!! A naked 
mind is necessary to contemplate the Trinity, but also to contemplate 
intelligible beings.'" 

On the other hand it seems clear in Evagrius, that vous has such an 
affinity to God and the divine world that it has a natural capacity for 
contemplation, even of the Holy Trinity, and may be undistinctively 
united with God. Thus we learn, that “second nature" is Ше sign of the 
body, "first nature" the sign of the soul, but vous is Christ, united with 
the knowledge of Unity,!^ while the vovs which still contemplates 
secondary beings is not yet naked but wears the last рагтепї,!!* and the 

yous which requires a contemplation, acquired with the aid of bodily 


05 Cent. gnost. 1. 81; HAUSHERR, OCP 5, p. 230. 
% Сет. gnost. 2. 48; PO 28, p. 81; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 162-163. 
107 Cent. gnost. 3. 28; PO 28, p. 109; cf. FRANKENBERG, РР. 206-207. 
08 Сет. gnost. 2. 56; PO 28, p. 83; cf. FRANKENBERG, РР. 168—169. 
109 Сет. gnost. 2. 29; PO 28, p. 73; cf. FRANKENBERG, pP. 148-149. 
но Сет. gnost. 5. 66; PO 28, p. 205; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 348-349. 
Ns Von BALTHASAR has noticed, that Philo already used the expression vous уушубс; see 
KL’, p. 586. 
12 Сет. gnost. 3. 6; PO 28, p. 101; cf. FRANKENBERG, РР. 192-193; 3. 15; p. 103; cf. 
FRANKENBERG, pp. 198-199 and 3. 17; PO 28, p. 105. 
из Cent. gnost. 1. 77; PO 28, p. 53; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 114-115. 
!4 Cent, gnost. 3. 8; PO 28, p. 101; cf. FRANKENBERG, РР. 192-193. 
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nature, is imperfect.'!° Evagrius also tells us that the first movement of 
rational beings is that which has separated vous from its (inward) 
unity.'!® Originally vovs was directly illumined by God with immaterial 
knowledge, but now the impressions of the senses give it material 
information." Thus vous is in itself immortal and incorruptible,!!* and 
of an inexpressible nature, being without either form or matter, !!9 and 
therefore it is for itself to tell, what its nature is.!”° l 

In contrast to this—though he uses a number of Evagrius’ expressions 
and thoughts— Maximus shows that he believes primarily in the created 
unity of man. When Evagrius contrasts mind and soul, Maximus rather 
stresses the tension between body and mind. They represent two 
competing tendencies, but no real split in man himself. He who turns his 
mind from attention towards God and binds it to sensible things, prefers 
body to soul and created things to God, Maximus says in a characteristic 
formulation.”! A mind fixed upon charity for God may even scorn its 
own body,'” but this is an expression of the fact that the soul is nobler 
than the body.'^ The important tension lies between mind/soul and 
body."* vous may thus possess all the good fruits of the forces of the 
soul, and not only the knowledge of God, but the virtues themselves 
may be said to be the place where it should Бе.!28 The mind, not explicitly 
the soul, is said to be in the middle between angel and demon and has to 
choose," and therefore the virtues of the soul naturally serve in its 
training." 

In relation to God vous represents man as a whole and is not 
contrasted with the rest of man. It has to establish the true God-ward 
orientation of the entire man. Its end 15 in God alone, and therefore it 
should be pure and free from all feelings for creatures, filled with burning 
love for God. But being itself a creature it does not only have to 
experience an "ecstasy" out of all things— which is to Evagrius the 


all-important liberation of the тіпа — but also an “есѕќаѕу” outside of 


5 Cent. gnost. 3. 10; loc. cit.; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 194—195. 
в Cent. gnost. 3. 22; РО 28, р. 107; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 202-203. 
m Cent. gnost. 3. 55; PO 28, p. 119; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 226-227. 
* Cent. gnost. 3. 33; PO 28, p. 111; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 210-211. 
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23 Char 1. 7; loc. cit. 
124 Char 2. 92; CSC, p. 140. 
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itself..22 When Maximus speaks of a pure mind and a naked mind," he 
makes it clear that this is achieved by the grace of God and does not 
imply a natural return of Ше vovs to an original unity, or a contempla- 
tion of God as He is in Himself. This knowledge is above created mind 
and is effected only in a mystical, supernatural communion.P"! 

Novs is, thus, to Maximus, both more or less identified with the soul, 
as representing the whole of man, and—in its relationship to God— 
called to be above human nature and above itself in a mystical sense. It is, 
thus, usually not regarded simply as a part of man but rather as his 
thinking subject,'? or better: his spiritual subject. Maximus himself calls 
it “the inner man".!? From this point of view vovs may be put over 
against all the elements of the soul, not only the passible ones.'?* This 15 
most eloquently illustrated in Myst 5, where the complicated relation- 
ship between vovs as theoretical and Aóyos as practical reason is 
described. Both are necessary parts of man's equipment and have 
parallel róles to play in his sanctification. But Лоуов is subordinated to 
vous, and in the end will be fully integrated into the unity which Ше vous 
represents.?? 

As man’s spiritual subject vovs is active in different ways, and it is 
vous which gives its consent to sin." As such it has a leading rôle in 
man's spiritual development for better or for worse. It is said to advance 
in prudence by means of the development of the vita practica, as well as 
in knowledge by means of the development of the vita contemplativa. It 
requires the gifts of discernment and of participation in the essences of 


29 Char 1. 9-11; CSC, p. 52. On the difference between these two types of ecstasy, see 
below ch. VI: 10; cf. J. LEMAÍTRE, art. Contemplation ou “Science véritable", DSp 2, coll. 
1830—55, 1862-72. 

130 See e.g. Gnost 1. 83; PG 90, 1117 BC; Asc 24; PG 90, 929 C; Char 2. 100; CSC, p. 
142. 

3! See Char 1. 100; CSC, p. 88. 

132 The expression is taken from voN BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 163. 

33 Char 4. 50; CSC, p. 214. In his commentary on this passage SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 
264, n. 218, refers to Evagrius, but the question is whether this is not an expression of a 
human unity, far more explicit than in Evagrius. The term "inner man" was probably taken 
from Origen, see In Gen., hom. 1, 13; GCS Orig. 6, p. 15. 

134 See e.g. Char 4. 80; CSC, р. 230. 

35 The goal of vods is divine Truth, and the goal of Aóyos divine Goodness. То vovs 
belong wisdom, contemplation, knowledge and unforgettable knowledge. To Aóyos belong 
prudence, vita practica, virtues and faith (PG 91, 673 CD). These five elements form 
together five syzygies (676 A), but each of the qualities of voùs is able to be united with and 
thus to include its counterpart within the sphere of Aóyos—and that is why vovs will in the 
end make the rest part of its own unity (680 B). The head of the soul will then be crowned 
with the Logos (681 B). 

36 Char 2. 31; CSC, p. 106; cf. 2. 1-6; pp. 90-92. 
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things. And finally it is fit for "theology", i.e. mystical contemplation of 
God, to the extent which is possible for a human (created) mind.!? 

Thus we see, that thanks to the trichotomy of mind, soul and 
body— which is to him no ontological trichotomy— Maximus is able to 
express his conviction that there is a personal aspect in man's life, which 
goes, as it were, beyond his nature, and represents his inner unity as well 
as his relationship to God. The idea of man as one hypostasis of body and 
soul is, at least sometimes, expressed in relation to the function of the 
mind or spiritual subject, as related to the whole of man but also 
characterized by a certain freedom over against the different elements of 
human nature, thanks to its grace-directed relationship to God; and for 
this relationship the same mind is in principle responsible. In contrast to 
Evagrius, Maximus is able to safeguard this aspect without denying the 
created character of the whole of man. 

Here again a Christological aspect, that of “person”, though different 
from a modern understanding of person, must have been effective in 
bringing about Maximus’ anthropological understanding. 


3. The Image of God in Man 


In an early article on the theological presuppositions of Maximus' 
thinking M.-Th. Disdier stated that the concept of image and likeness is 
at the very basis of all his theology and spirituality.? Later research has 
hardly rejected this statement. However, one has to bear in mind the fact 
that, at least as far as the concept of imago Dei is concerned, it is basic to 
such an extent, that its general content and consequences are simply 
taken for granted by Maximus himself. There are thus only few refer- 
ences to it in his writings, and most of them are of a general character. 
Maximus has, in fact, given no personal contribution to the theology of 
the image of God in man, as such. His main contribution in this field 
concerns the relationship between image and likeness and the important 


37 Char. 2. 26; CSC, р. 102. 

He “The spirit (voùs) in human nature corresponds most nearly to the person", says 
Losskv, The Mystical Theology, p. 201, in relation to the orthodox Greek Fathers in 
general.— Maximus’ freedom in relation to Evagrius is also revealed in the fact that he 
knows other human trichotomies. Thus in QuDub 22—according to the Migne text (PG 
90, 801 D)—he uses the Pauline version: пуебра, yux, обща, and from another point of 
view he may use the triad vous, Aéyos, veUua (Amb 7; PG 91, 1088 A; 10; 1196 A), which 
we find e.g. also in Gregory Nazianzen (see Or. 23, 11; PG 35, 1161 С-1164 A). For a 
detailed analysis of the relationship between pneumatology, ecclesiology, and eschatology, 
see A. Коп, op. cit., pp. 123-200. For the status of man as created in the image of God, 
consult further my own study Man and the Cosmos, pp. 59-65. 

39 Disper, Elie l'Ecdicos et les hetera kephalaia, EO 31 (1932), p. 36. 
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rôle which he ascribes to the concept of likeness. Before we enter this 
latter aspect of his anthropology, there is, however, a more basic question 
which has to be dealt with—in spite of Maximus’ comparatively small 
interest in it—in connection with what we have said earlier in this 
chapter. 


The place of the Image of God 


Considering our conclusions concerning man as a complete species and 
the human mind as a kind of spiritual subject, it seems important to find 
out what Maximus' position is regarding Ше problem, where man's 
image character is most clearly manifested. This problem had been 
widely treated and very differently answered in the Christian tradition 
before Maximus, and in the great number of monographs devoted to the 
theology of the image of God in man for many years!“ due interest has 
been given to it. They, and other works, have clearly shown how different 
and differentiated are the attempts to “localize” the image character of 
man, and how far these attempts are representative of the general 
theological position of each writer. The answers differ from the whole of 
man, including the body, to a superior part or quality of man, his soul or 
mind or his rational capacity. From what we have found about 
Maximus' anthropology we should expect to find him among those who 
refer the image character to the whole of man, soul and body alike. But is 
this conclusion as self-evident as it looks? The answer is linked with 
Maximus' relationship to his predecessors, and with the shape of the 
Christian tradition. 

In very early Christian reflection upon the character of man as made 
in God's image, we find, in fact, frequent references to the body as 
marked by, or sharing in, this character.'? But in such cases these 


14 Among those works, related to individual Church Fathers аге: A. Mayer, Das 
Gottesbild im Menschen nach Clemens von Alexandrien (SA 15), Rome 1942; Н. CROUZEL, 
Theologie de l'image de Dieu; R. BERNARD, L'image de Dieu d'apres saint Athanase, Paris 
1952; Н. Меккі, OMOIQXIX ФЕ: Von der platonischen Angleichung an Сой zur 
Gottahnlichkeit bei Gregor von Nyssa, Freiburg 1952; R. Leys, L'image de Dieu chez Saint 
Grégoire de Nysse, Brussels and Paris 1951, and W. J. BURGHARDT, The Image of God in 
Man according to Cyril of Alexandria, Baltimore, Maryland, 1957. 

4! Most ancient Christian writers would agree that man is not the image of God but 
has been created in the image of God, and with Paul that Christ alone is the Image of God 
(see Rom. 8: 29, 2. Cor. 4: 4), and man thus the image of the Image. 

.. V Thus A. SrRUKER, Die Gottebenbildlichkeit des Menschen in der christlichen 
Literatur der ersten zwei Jahrhunderte, Münster i. W. 1913, pp. 63-65 and 75, has pointed 
out, how in the Ps.-Clementines it is the body which carries the divine image, and how in 
the Oracula Sibyllina the whole man is seen as God's image. STRUKER, op. cit., pp. 40-41, 
has further attempted to show that in Melito we find the idea that the human body has been 
shaped after a divine archetype used by God in his theophanies, and has finally, in relation 
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affrmations seem to have been connected with, or might at least lead to 
anthropomorphic conceptions of God. This is probably one of the 
reasons why this line of thinking was never fulfilled. For though Irenaeus 
for instance still claims that the whole of man, body and soul, is related to 
his image сһагасіег,!* and though both Cyprian and Lactantius give a 
similar impression,’ not only the Alexandrian theologians— who took a 
lead in developing a theology of the image and likeness of God in 
man—but also writers of the most different schools seem later to have 
agreed that man's image character is principally linked with his soul and 
not with his body. Thus, both Eusebius of Caesarea and John Chrysos- 
tom profess that the image of God is not in the боду,“ while Cyril of 
Jerusalem and the entire Western tradition in complete agreement 
localize the image in the soul.!^ 

The most interesting expressions of this tendency are, however, found 
within the Alexandrian tradition; it is from here that we must conclude 
that Maximus got one of his main influences, even though modified by 
the Cappadocian understanding of the question. For here, as in the case 
of human trichotomy, Maximus reveals a strong terminological affinity 
to the Origenist Evagrius. 

Within the Alexandrian tradition it seems to have been clear from the 
beginning, that the image character is related to the soul alone. This 
restriction was worked out already by Philo, who regarded the body 
simply as the sanctuary of the image.!? Clement is equally restrictive," 
and Origen clearly follows the Philonian line, professing the essential 
invisibility of the image, and thus its exclusive connection with the soul, 
regarding the body simply as the temple which contains the ітаре.!5 The 


to the Letter to Diognetus, suggested that its writer may have seen in the external 
appearance of man a mirror of divine perfection. A summary of these results is given in 
BURGHARDT, The Image of God in Man, pp. 15-17. 

143 Cf. STRUKER, op. cit., pp. 97, 127; E. PETERSON, L'immagine di Dio in S. Ireneo, SC 
19 (1941), pp. 3-11 and С. WinGrEN, Man and the Incarnation. A Study in the Biblical 
Theology of Irenaeus, Edinburgh— London 1959, p. 95, who have all shown, that in 
Irenaeus the visibility of the divine image is closely connected with the bodily incarnation 
of the Logos. 

14 See BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 19. 

45 See Eusebius, Contr. Marcell., I, 4; GCS Eus. 4, p. 25 and Chrysostom, Hom. in Gen. 
8, 3-4; PG 53, 72 f. Cf. BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 17 f. 

46 Cyril, Catech. 4. 18; PG 33, 477. Cf. BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 17. 

MECE BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 18 f., who refers to the following writers: Tertullian, 
Hilary of Poitiers, Zeno of Verona, Philastrius of Brescia, Ambrose of Milan and Augustine. 

148 Cf. e.g. CROUZEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, p. 55 f. 

9 Cf. e.g. CROUZEL, ор. cit., p. 67 (for a summary of Crouzel’s study, see IDEM, L'image 
de e dans la théologie d’Origéne, SP 2 (TU 64), pp. 194-201) and BURGHARDT, ор. cit., 
р. ; 

12 See CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 45; ef. BURGHARDT,. ор. cit., р. 13. 
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same insistence on the soul alone may be followed in Athanasius and 
Cyril of Alexandria.'*! But we may go further. Already in Philo only the 
highest part of the soul, vovs, was regarded as of the image of God,'? and 
in this restriction he was followed by the Christian Alexandrian writers. 
According to Clement vovs is thus the image of the Image,? and 
according to Origen man's image character is concentrated to the 
supreme part of his soul, i.e. where the pre-existent element of the soul is 
still to be found. This last affirmation is, thus, closely linked with the 
idea of a prehistoric fall, and will be decisive for the position taken by the 
Origenists. Thus for Evagrius the image character is restricted to vous, 
not because it is incorporeal, or less material, but because the mind alone 
is capable of receiving God (having once shared the divine Unity),'? and 
the resemblance of the Image will consequently be given to it in the 
end— without any restrictions, it seems. 

In relation to this last aspect of the Alexandrian tradition, the 
Cappadocian theology of the image of God in man represents some 
modification. The anthropomorphic danger had obviously disappeared. 
The Cappadocians represented an apophatic understanding of God, to 
such a degree that they were free to express their conviction that the 
body, intimately related to the soul, is not entirely left out, when the 
image of God in man is under consideration. T hrough the mediation of 
the soul the body also shares to some extent in the image. This is at least 
the impression that one gets from Gregory Nazianzen and Gregory of 
Nyssa.!* In the last case this is particularly apparent in the way in which 
man's posture is seen as a kind of reflection of his spiritual position.'?? 
This modification of the Alexandrian view is, however, very restricted 
and does not interfere with the rôle played by the rational part of man.!^ 
Yet it may have been influential in the case of such a writer as Cyril of 
Alexandria, in whom Burghardt has found that the exclusion in principle 


151 Cf, BURGHARDT, op. cit., pp. 13 and 19-21. 

52 Cf. e.g. CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 56. 

13. Strom. 5, 14; GCS Clem. 2, p. 388. Cf. CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 67 and BURGHARDT, Op. 
cit., p. 26 f. 

14 Cf. the summary given in CROUZEL, ор. cit., p. 179. 

155 See Cent. gnost. 6. 73; PO 28, pp. 247, 249. 

156 See Cent. gnost., 6. 34; PO 28, p. 231. 

1? Cf. BURGHARDT, ор. cit., р. 14. 

і Cf. J. T. MuUCKLE, The Doctrine of St. Gregory of Nyssa on Man as the Image of 
God, MS 7 (1945), pp. 55-84; Losskv, The Mystical Theology, p. 116, and Тн. CAMELOT, La 
théologie de l'image de Dieu, RSPT 40 (1956), p. 458. 

15 De hom. opif. 4; PG 44, 136; cf. BURGHARDT, ор. cit., p. 14. 

1 Basil e.g. makes it quite clear, that it is the mind which carries the image of the 
Creator; see Ep. 233, 1; PG 32, 864 C. 
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of the body— probably due to the influence of both the Alexandrian 
tradition and a new fight against contemporary anthropomorphism—is 
slightly modified by other tendencies.!*! | 

We have now seen how it was that Maximus inherited a rather fixed 
tradition with regard to the localization of the image character of man 
Only slight modifications of a strict Alexandrian position invited him to 
include the body in this character.'® It is thus not surprising to find that 
he also usually follows this tradition. More important than this localiza- 
tion of the image of God in man, however, is what we have said about 
Maximus' understanding of the position and function of the mind in 
relation to man as a whole. And there are other connections with 
Maximus’ general anthropology which must not be forgotten—as we 
shall now see. 

Different scholars have agreed that man’s image character is in 
Maximus intimately linked with his rational nature and his mind. One 
has thus pointed out that the rational soul itself is the divine image,'® or 
that man is image thanks to his reasonable nature alone,'* and also that 
the image coincides with the very nature of vovs.9 This corresponds 
rather well with the dominant impression one gets from reading what 
Maximus himself has to say about the image of God in man. 

According to Maximus every rational nature is made in the image of 
God. That is why man is destined not only to being but to ever-being.!65 
Mind (vovs) and reason (Лоуоз) are both closely connected with the 
image of God in man.'” The image and likeness. of God are represented 
by the soul as marked by these two qualities (7 Лоуж те кої voepa 
yox), ^ and every rational soul is said to be made in the image of God.'® 
The image is, however, primarily related to Ше vous (while likeness is 
slightly more related to the Aóyos in man).'? Thus, voepà vy and еког 
0cov are sometimes almost synonymous expressions.!! In accordance 
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i ed, that human reason seems to ħave represented the divine ima 
ug соев Зен може ти а Jerusalem, Theodore! of Cyrus and а p 
3 SHERWOOD, in ACW, р. 98. 


в Намоз, BiNJ 6 (1942), р. 291. 
'ISDIER, Les fondaments dogmatiques de la spirituali i 
EO 29 (1930), p. 302. E q e la spiritualité de S. Maxime le Confesseur, 
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17 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1077 В. 
9: Myst 6; PG 91, 684 CD. 
l Gnost 1. 11; PG 90, 1088 A; cf. Amb 7; P (thi ден 
arrangement). mb 7; PG 91, 1092 B (this text has a chiastic 
10 See Amb 10; PG 91, 1193 D-1196 A and Myst 6; P 
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with this stress on the close connection between the rational functions of 
man and his character as image there is also the fact, that it 1s on account 
of the passions, which turn man away from the leadership of reason, that 
the image of God in fallen man has been replaced by a likeness to 
irrational animals,!? while то voepóv can be said to be a reflection of the 
divine glory.'3 Likewise the new man, who is risen in Christ, is 
characterized by а уроо acquired through the vovs, which is part of his 
restored image character." Finally, while we see, e.g. in Ep 2, how it is 
charity alone which is capable of revealing man as created in the image of 
God, we must not forget that this is so, precisely because charity is able to 
subordinate human freedom to the Aóyos of human nature.'” This Aoyos 
is, indeed, as we have seen, the creative will of God for man, but it 
functions at the same time as the reasonable principle, according to 
which human life should be orientated. 


Freedom and the divine Image 


There are, however, also other elements of Maximus' understanding, 
which may modify or complete the picture, and which show that when 
man's image character is connected with vovs, the latter is seen not only 
as a constitutive element of man's nature but first of all as his intellectual 
and spiritual subject. Thus this stress on the rational capacity of the soul 
as the primary reflection of man's image character is frequently balanced 
in Maximus by a similar stress on human freedom. Now, freedom had as 
such also been related to the mind by the Alexandrian tradition, but it 1s 
striking that Burghardt, in his study of the different motifs related to the 
image and likeness of God in man, has not found any explicit reference to 
the image in this context within the Alexandrian tradition until Didymus 
and Cyril of Alexandria. His main testimonies to the image character of 
human freedom are thus Irenaeus, Basil the Great, Gregory of Nyssa, 
Didymus and Cyril.'’ It looks, in fact, as if this lack of clear reference to 
freedom in the earlier Alexandrian writers coincides with their exclusive 
stress оп vous as carrier of the image. And thus, is it not rather the divine 
affinity of the mind in itself than its self-determination which for these 
writers is decisive of its image character? 

The difference is certainly striking, when we come to such a writer as 
Gregory of Nyssa. For not only does he refer to human freedom more 

7? Thal 1; CCSG 7, p. 47. 

13 Amb 10; PG 91, 1204 A. 

14 Ep 32; PG 91, 625 D-628 А. 


15 Ep 2; PG 91, 396 С. 
16 BURGHARDT, The Image of God in Man, pp. 40-50. 
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frequently than others, but he also gives a decisive reason for the fact that 
freedom was given to man when he was created in the image of God: man 
was to find his self-fulfilment in the divine Good thanks to his own 
deliberate decision." But this, again, is possible only if one does not 
conceive of the attainment of man's goal as a simple return to an original 
communion with God, such as we have reason to think that Origen, and 
still more the Origenists, did. And thus the emphasis on human freedom 
in relation to the image of God in man, as we find it in Gregory, is, in 
fact, in some way closely linked with his refutation of the idea of the 
pre-existence of souls and his affirmation of the unity between body and 
soul. For both reflect a view which sees in man's life on earth a positive 
call to realize the fact that he 1s created in the image and likeness of the 
Creator.'” But if this close relationship between the idea of man as a 
unity and the emphasis on human freedom is true of Gregory of Nyssa, 
we should expect it to be no less true of Maximus, in whom we have 
already found a still stronger stress on the role of the body within this 
unity. 

And certainly we do find in Maximus a clear stress on freedom in this 
context. To him also freedom 15 a sign of the image, which 15 to be used to 
acquire a divine good intended for man: spiritual sonship.'” In his 
goodness God has created man as self-moved (atroxivnros) according to 
His own image,'® and human self-determination is at least in Disp. c. 
Pyrrh. regarded as a primary expression of man's image character, 
reflecting the self-determinative character of the divine nature, and at the 
same time— which is important— said to be necessarily implied in the 
rational character of human nature.'®! Likewise, it is also Maximus’ 
conviction that the good of human nature, founded in its creation ш the 
image of God, is fully realized only when made effective in an act of free 
will which also manifests the likeness of God in man.'” But this means 
too, that the image character of the human will 1s not primarily due to its 
independence as such but to the good which 15 intended for it, and in 
relation to which alone it can be fully realized. Thus, as self- 
determination pertains in Maximus to the image, it 15 at the same time 
relative.!? 

17 See In Cant. cant., hom. 2; JAEGER 6, р. 55 and Or. catech. 5; PG 45, 24 С. 

18 A similar interpretaton seems to be possible in relation to Cyril of Alexandria; cf. 
BURGHARDT, ор. cit., pp. 45-50. 

179 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1345 D. 

180 Gnost 1. 11; PG 90, 1088 A. 

181 PG 91, 304 С. 
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Dominion and the divine Image 


Dominion over irrational creation is another modifying element in the 
theology of the divine image in man, which is connected with the aspects 
of the unity of the human composite and of self-determination. It is 
probably no mere coincidence that this motif is found in writers like 
Gregory of Nyssa and Cyril of Alexandria (though the Antiochenes with 
their realistic Bible interpretation seem to have been particularly fond of 
it).! Here man is seen as exerting his functions as rational being, and the 
human mind works as an intellectual subject. In Maximus at least this 
last aspect seems to be relevant. For we find in him the idea that it 15 
natural to man as a spiritual being, both to subordinate himself to the 
Logos of God and to have dominion over the irrational part of himself.!5 
Dominion, as a reflection of the image character of man, is, thus, realized 
already when the human mind, which is primarily responsible for the 
manifestation of this image, functions as the spiritual subject of the 
whole of man. 

The body is in Maximus, therefore, in different ways implied—not in 
the localization of the image of God in man, but in relation to its 
realization—which is to Maximus a necessary consequence of its 
recognition. And, consequently, it can be said of Christ that he can save 
the body together with the soul, i.e. both save the image and immortalize 
the flesh. We recall that not only being but ever-being is intended for man 
as created in the divine image, and the body is thus called to share this 
vocation. The reasonable soul (yvyň voepá) should in fact mediate 
divinity even to the body—and serve, we can add, as a true spiritual 
subject of the whole of man.'** This involvement of the body is, however, 
most clearly seen, when we now come to the relationship between the 
image and likeness of God in the life of man—a point where Maximus' 
contribution is also more personal and original. 


4. From Image to Likeness 


One of the striking features of Maximus' anthropology is the energy and 
consciousness with which he stresses the difference between image and 
likeness. It seems clear that in this he is inspired by the earlier 
Alexandrian tradition, for which this distinction was of capital impor- 
18 See BURGHARDT, op. cit., pp. 51-64, particularly p. 57. 
85 Char 2. 83; CSC, p. 134. 


6 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1336 A. Similar expressions are found in Thal 54; CCSG 7, 
p. 459. 
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tance, but it is still striking that he accepts this inspiration so unhesitat- 
ingly, since his acceptance of early Alexandrian anthropology is at other 
points not without reservation. Von Balthasar—even in the second 
edition of his Kosmische Liturgie, where he carefully avoids speaking of 
an Origenistic crisis in Maximus' life—evidently sees no problem 
here," but the history of this theological —and exegetical — distinction 
shows that there must have been real problems connected with it. The 
important question for us 15 thus, not the mere fact that Maximus revives 
the distinction between image and likeness, but the grounds on which he 
feels free to do so and the interpretation he gives to it. 


The background of Maximus' distinction 


The history of this distinction cannot, of course, be traced in detail here, 
but a few indications should serve our purpose. Clement of Alexandria 
testifies to the distinction, and his own anthropology seems, at least to 
some extent, to be marked by it. An inspiration from Philo ought at this 
point probably to be excluded —since Philo himself did not attach any 
particular importance to the difference between the two terms in Gen. 
1:26.18 In fact Clement himself refers to other Christian teachers,!? and 
though we do not know exactly who these other Christians were, we are 
more or less bound to think of the example of Irenaeus, who was, as far as 
we know, the first Christian writer to make the distinction.? For 
him —as we have pointed out already—the image is related to human 
nature as such—and to both body and soul—and cannot be lost, while 
likeness 15 something added to man, given to Adam but lost through his 
fall, and restored by Christ. And this likeness consists of the presence of 
the Spirit in the soul.?' In Clement there is a certain affinity to this 
understanding. It has been emphasized that his distinction is similar to 
the later distinction between natural and super-natural. Likeness there- 
fore for him means something more than what is naturally given.'?? Thus, 
187 Von BALTHASAR, KL’, pp. 179 and 545f. 
188 See Philo, De opif. mund. 71; Сонм & WENDLAND, I, p. 24. 


19 Clement, Strom. 2, 22; GCS Clem. 2, p. 185. 
90 Cf. BERNARD, L’Image de Dieu, p. 25 and CRouzzL, Théologie de l'Image de Dieu, 


1 The analyses of Irenaeus’ thinking at this point are usually in reference to one single 
text — Adv. haeres. 5. 6, 1 —and for that reason one must be careful not to draw too 
far-reaching conclusions. But on the other hand, this point is easily harmonized with the 
rest of Irenaeus’ theology of human deification. CAMELOT, RSPT 40 (1956), p. 461, has also 
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only a Christian believer can acquire this likeness, which is effected 
through the action of Сһгіѕі.! It should be added, however, that the 
distinction is not absolute, for the image itself is dynamic and tends 
towards the likeness, so that the attainment of the likeness coincides with 
the perfection of the image.'^ 

In Origen this line of thinking is fully developed. The distinction 
between image and likeness is noticeable in a number of texts. In one of 
the most representative of them we learn that man has received the 
dignity of image from the beginning but will gain likeness to God in the 
end, proportionate to his own efforts in the imitation of God.'” Likeness 
is, thus, to Origen from one point of view an eschatological reality—it 
belongs to the coming glory$—but also a moral achievement, acquired 
by man's own efforts. It is a manifestation brought about through man's 
deliberate imitation of God. Image and likeness are thus, to some extent, 
related as potency to act, so that the image may be said to be realized in 
likeness after a long spiritual process.'?' Origen also makes clear that this 
imitation of God, as a moral act, consists of an imitation of His 
virtues," though the “supernatural” character of the process is, on the 
other hand, underlined by the idea that it is the Sonship of God which is 
effected through the development of divine likeness, and that, thus, this 
process is at the same time to be regarded as Christ's formation in the 
soul of the БеПеуег.!?? 

We may call this the classical form of the idea— striking similarities 
to it are found e.g. in Maximus and later in John of Damascus— but it is 
of particular importance to notice that it was far from being accepted by 
all orthodox writers. For already in the first part of the fourth century a 
change in attitude is evident. Even an Alexandrian writer like Athanasius 
seems quite uninterested in the distinction. In him at least there is no 
relation between likeness and the idea of a development towards 
perfection, such as we find in Origen. Indeed, there are even indica- 
tions that Athanasius consciously avoids speaking of likeness and prefers 
the term image, because the former for him has a negative tone: sin was 
introduced into God's world when man wanted to be like God.” 


33 See Protr. 12; GCS Clem. 1, p. 86; cf. Paed. I, 12; CGS I, р. 148. 
194 Cf. CAMELOT, art. cit., p. 461. 
75 De princ. 3. 6, 1; GCS Orig. 5, p. 280. 
96 СЕ CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 219. 
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98 Sel. in Gen.; PG 12, 96 B; cf. CROUZEL, ор. cit., p. 158. 
39 In Lev., hom. 12,7; GCS Orig. 6, p. 466; cf. CROUZEL, ор. cit., p. 221. 
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A similar lack of interest in the early Alexandrian distinctions has 
been noticed in Cappadocian writers, though in the case of Gregory of 
Nyssa the topic has been much debated. Gregory Nazianzen seems in any 
case to belong to those writers, who do not make any distinction between 
the two terms at all.”” In relation to Gregory of Nyssa the problem is 
more difficult —and is partly linked with the question of the authenticity 
of certain texts attributed to him??— but there is at least general 
agreement among the scholars that Gregory does not make at all the 
same sharp distinction as Origen formerly had done. There is, in fact, for 
him no difference in principle between the terms,"^ there is only a 
difference of perspective, so that likeness is more often used in relation to 
the realization of man's image character.” The philosophical interpreta- 
tion of Origen's distinction may perhaps be difficult to work out, but at 
least if it is understood as a distinction between an ontological image of 
God, given by the very nature of the mind as such, and a moral likeness 
acquired through man's deliberate efforts, it is, as von Balthasar has 
pointed out, rather characteristic of Gregory that he knows of no such 
distinction. For him the image itself is dynamic and the likeness is also of 
an ontological character.” It has, however, further been emphasized 
that, though the two terms often appear as synonyms, the term image 
represents on the whole a more static and the term likeness a more 
dynamic aspect of the same reality,” and Völker has seen in this double 
perspective of the image idea the important point of agreement between 
the older opinion and that of Gregory.?* We may conclude that to the 
Cappadocian writers a clear-cut distinction between image and likeness 
of God in man is not self-evident, in the way it was for Origen. 

This impression of a more reserved attitude is finally confirmed not 
only by a writer like Didymus the Blind, but by the whole Latin 
tradition.’ Above all, however, the case of Cyril of Alexandria is 

202 Cf. DispiER, ЕО 29 (1930), p. 301. 

23 Both the homily Quid sit ad imaginem Dei et ad similitudinem (PG 44, 1328-1345) 
and the much debated two homilies In scripturae verba: Faciamus hominem ad imaginem et 
similitudinem nostram (PG 44, 257—298; cf. among Basil's works De hominis structura, PG 
30, 9-62) which have the distinction, are among the works attributed to Gregory; but they 
are mostly rejected as non-Gregorian. Cf. BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 5 f., n. 19, where the 
discussion is summarized. 

24 Cf. e.g. VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa als Mystiker, Wiesbaden 1955, p. 67. 

25 Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 48. 

26 VON BALTHASAR, Présence et pensée, Paris 1942, p. 89. Cf. Gaitu, La conception de la 
liberté, p. 46. 

27 Cf. e.g. Leys, L'Image de Dieu, p. 116. 

208 VOLKER, op. cit., p. 71 f. —Muckrz, MS 7 (1945), p. 59 Е, has not noticed any 


difficulties at all at this point. He simply regards the terms as synonyms. 
29 BURGHARDT, op. cit., р. 5 f. has well summarized the situation, though he has also 
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important, since he simply refuses to accept any distinction at all. Cyril 
in fact shows a considerable irritation at the very idea of distinguishing 
between image and likeness of God in man, and regards them as 
synonyms, primarily because a difference of meaning is not demonstra- 
ble.?!° 


Reasons for rejection and acceptance of the distinction 


Against this clear evidence of the restricted influence of Origen’s 
interpretation and the equally clear evidence of a new openness to it in 
Maximus—which we shall soon demonstrate—two questions appear as 
particularly important: why was this interpretation widely rejected, and 
for what reason did Maximus feel free to use it again? To the first 
question there is no easy answer. Here a few possible reasons may be 
indicated. A reaction against an exclusive stress on human effort might 
be suspected as one of these reasons. We have found traces of it in 
Athanasius. A reaction against excesses of Scriptural interpretation may 
be another reason. With Burghardt, we may assume that this was what 
caused the attitude of Cyril and Augustine.?! But this is certainly not 
enough. In the case of Gregory of Nyssa his own understanding of the 
unity of man and his refutation of the pre-existence of souls must have 
been influential. For a too sharp distinction between image and likeness, 
as they were conceived by Origen, must have recalled the idea that 
something is lacking in created man as such and that the mind, which 
alone carries the divine image, is bound down by its relationship to the 
body and has to free itself through ascetic efforts in order to regain the 
divine likeness. But if this is the case with Gregory, an acceptance of 
Origen’s distinction would not have been any easier in the 6th and 7th 
centuries, because inevitably it would have had to be linked with the 
Origenist myth as a whole. And this makes the answer to our second 
question still more difficult. 

Von Balthasar has simply referred to the anonymous homily Quid sit 
ad imaginem . . . (PG 44, 1328-1345) as a sufficient testimony to the 
fact that the old distinction had been revived.?'? But without ignoring Ше 
importance of this text we must emphasize, on the other hand, that the 
emphasized that in some writers, such as Chrysostom, we find other kinds of distinction 
between image and likeness than that of the early Alexandrians. 

20 See BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 7 f. A similar argumentation was put forward also by 
Augustine, see Quest. in Heptateuch. 5, 4; CSEL 28: 2, p. 371 f. 


211 In this context it should also be noted that writers like Theodore of Mopsuestia and 
Theodoret of Cyrus do not discriminate between tbe terms at all, see BURGHARDT, op. cit., 


p. 6. 
22 Von BALTHASAR, КІ?, pp. 179 and 545 f. 








The Constitution and Position of Man 125 


distinction which it makes between image and likeness does not seem to 
be identical either with that of Origen or that of Maximus. For it states 
that the naked soul is in the image of God, but that the synthesis of body 
and soul is in the likeness of the incarnate Logos,?"3 and on the whole it 
seems less interested in distinguishing between the terms than in showing 
their parallelism.?^ More important probably are the homilies Jn 
Scripturae verba...(PG 44, 257-298) to which Burghardt has called 
attention as exceptions from the time of Gregory of Nyssa himself," for 
there we learn that likeness is acquired through virtues,”"* though even in 
them the interest in developing this point of view does not seem to be 
particularly strong. This would be equally true of the longer recension of 
the same work, De hominis structura, falsely attributed to Basil?" 
There 1s in fact only one writer, who really reminds us of Origen's 
interpretation, and who may possibly also have influenced Maximus, 
Diadochus of Photice.?* In ch. 89 of his Cap. gnost. he develops what he 
means by image and likeness at some length. He sees likeness as above 
image. The divine grace in baptism restores the image of God in man, but 
when man sets his entire aspiration in movement towards the beauty of 
the divine likeness, then it also gives him the marks of this likeness. The 
perfection of the likeness is, however, effected only through illumination, 
an illumination brought about by spiritual charity, which alone makes 
the likeness to God perfect.?? As we see, the "super-natural" character of 
likeness is here professed as in the early Alexandrian tradition, and also 
the idea that likeness is manifested through virtues. It is, however, more 
clearly seen as a work of divine grace, though it must be admitted, 
Origen's reference to the formation of Christ in the believer is lacking. 


Maximus’ personal understanding of the distinction 


The position of Diadochus is striking, but it cannot give a fully sufficient 
solution to our problem. For the authority of Diadochus could in itself 
hardly outweigh Ша! of the Cappadocians or of Cyril of Alexandria in the 


23 PG 44, 1329 В. 

214 Tt seems also more interested in Ше question of a certain trichotomy of the human 
soul as a reflexion of the Holy Trinity. We shall return to the Trinitarian aspect in an 
additional note to this section (see pp. 129-132 below). 

25 See BURGHARDT, op. cit., p. 5 £., n. 19. 

216 PG 44, 276 CD. 

2? Оп the problem of authorship, see E. AMAND, Les états de texte des homélies 
pseudo-basiliennes sur la création de l'homme, RB (1949), pp. 3-54. 

28 BURGHARDT, ор. cit., p. 6, mentions him among the exceptions. To this problem, see 
E. DES PLAcEs, Maxime Le Confesseur et Diadoque de Photice, in HEINZER-SCHÓNBORN, 
Maximus Confessor, pp. 29-35. 

219 Cap. gnost. 89; DES PLACES, p. 149 f. Cf. the Introduction by the editor, p. 34 f. 
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judgment of Maximus. When he shows himself able to accept a similar 
distinction between image and likeness it must therefore be on the basis 
of considerations which are his own. And we must, consequently, go to 
Maximus' own texts to find out what these considerations may possibly 
be. 

There are first of all clear similarities between Origen and Maximus at 
this point. Thus Maximus also says that the image of God was given to 
man in the beginning, but that the likeness of God is to be acquired 
through a spiritual process." Maximus too professes that likeness is 
related to the divine sonship given to man,?! and the formation of Christ 
in the believer may also in him be regarded as a development of the 
divine likeness.?? Finally, the development of likeness is seen as a kind of 
imitation of God, a manifestation of divine virtues?? and, on the whole, 
as a moral activity of man.” 

Through this comparison however, it seems, we do not come to the 
core of Maximus' texts, or to the heart of his acceptance of the 
distinction. For the development of the idea in Maximus seems to be 
more consciously worked out and more intimately related to his entire 
theological position. 

We need, thus, a key to understanding him at this point. It is difficult 
to find one, for Maximus never states systematically what he has to 
contribute in this field; it is not a matter of debate, nor the topic of an 
entire section in any of his works. But there are at least two short passages 
which primarily deserve our attention. First of these is a passage in Amb 
10 (PG 91, 1112 D-1116 C), where Maximus deals with the three 
motions of the soul in men who are being deified. They are of mind, 
reason and sense, and each performs its own function in relation to the 
kind of knowledge it may acquire. These movements are interrelated and 
culminate in the function of the mind, which dwells in an unconceptual 
contemplation of God, supported “from beneath” by the functions of 
reason and sense. Ordered in such a way and related to God, man is now 
said to be deemed fit to “bear the image of the heavenly One, as much as 
men пау”.225 After this section— which, as Sherwood has underlined, is 
not particularly original and could be found both in Evagrius and 
Ps.-Denis?5— comes our key sentence (quoted already in ch. I above) 

220 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1345 D. 

21 See e.g. loc. cit. and Thal 6; CCSG 7, p. 71. 

22 See e.g. Char 4. 70; CSC, p. 224. 

23 Thal 53; CCSG 7, p. 435. 

24 See e.g. ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 A and Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 A. 


25 PG 91, 1113 B. 
26 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 143. 
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which runs like this (I use Sherwood's translation):?? “Бог they say that 
God and man are exemplars (порадесуцата) one of another; and that 
God makes himself man for man's sake out of love, so far as man 
enabled by God through charity, deified himself; and that man is rapt up 
by God in mind to the unknowable, so far as man has manifested through 
virtues the God by nature invisible." We see here that the reciprocity 
between God and man— which already in ch. I we have noticed as a 
characteristic feature of Maximus' theology and found expressed partic- 
ularly clearly 1n the relationship between Incarnation and deification and 
in the tantum-quantum formula—is presented as a kind of explanation 
of the fact that man in deification bears the image of God in perfection. 
The development of man's image character is an expression of this 
reciprocity in function—a divine-human function, in which man moves 
entirely towards God and is more and more established in him through 
the contemplative motion of his mind, but in which God also becomes 
incarnate in man through human virtues, which are reflections of divine 
attributes. Divine incarnation in the virtues and human fixity in God are 
two sides of the same process of deification, through which God is thus 
revealed іп man.*” 

We may add, however, that this process of perfection may also be 
called the development of the likeness of God in man. Here our second 
key passage is illuminating. For in Char 3. 25 Maximus makes one of his 
most clear statements about image and likeness in relation to God's 
attributes. He says there that God in his goodness has communicated to 
rational beings four of his divine attributes, by which he supports, guards 
and preserves them. These attributes are being, ever-being, goodness and 
wisdom. Being and ever-being are given to their substance (for though 
created they are destined for eternal life) and pertain to the image of God 
in them, while goodness and wisdom are given for their will and 
judgment and pertain to their /ikeness of God. The first two are given by 
nature, the latter by grace.?? We see in this passage not only that image is 
related more to man's being, while likeness is related to the use of his 
power of self-determination, but still more that this distinction between 
image and likeness is due also to a distinction in God's own properties. 
Being and ever-being are granted through the very constitution of 
rational beings; goodness and wisdom are qualities made available to 

227 SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 144. Cf. ch. I: A d (p. 32). 

3 я s грее of revelation in this context has also been underlined Бу SHERWOOD, op. 


l 29 CSC, p. 154.—The difference between Aóyos dicews and тропов vráptews is well 
pointed out by HEINZER, op. cit., p. 171. 
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their self-determinative power. They are related to their well-being.” 
Furthermore, goodness and wisdom are particularly related to God's 
activity towards created beings, for through and in Wisdom God has 
made all things, and out of Goodness he shows loving-kindness towards 
his creatures, glorifying the virtuous and being merciful to the Бад." 
Thus, likeness to God reflects divine attributes in man which express His 
particular relationship to differentiated creation. 

We may conclude that Maximus must have felt particularly free 
to use the old distinction between the image and likeness of God 
in man, because through it he was able to express the reciprocity of 
God and man, and the different aspects of God’s activity towards 
created rational beings. His interpretation was entirely free from 
connections with an Origenist understanding of man and creation. 
It is not because of any lack in the conditions of empirical man, 
that the image must be perfected through likeness, but only as a con- 
sequence of the fact that man is created with a self-determinative 
power, which should be used freely for his well-being. Nor is this devel- 
opment a mere reflection of the image character of the mind. It is 
a function through which aspects of God’s own nature are manifested, 
aspects which are related to the freedom of man and to the incarna- 
tion of the divine in man’s virtues, which has to take place in deifica- 
tion by grace. The whole of man is, thus, brought into the forefront of 
the discussion, through the concept of likeness, and not only by way 
of addition, as we might suspect to be the case in Origen, but also as 
part of a total relationship of man with God, initiated from the side 
of God. 

This explains why in Maximus likeness is consistently related to the 
life of virtues and the vita practica. Thus we hear that likeness 15 linked 
with mpaéts tvroA@v?” or with human goodness, as contrary to evil (i.e. 
the aspect of human, differentiated activity), while image is linked with 
truth and contemplation, as contrary to falsehood (i.e. the aspect of 
unifying divine fixity). Self-determination as such belongs to man's 
image character, as Maximus strongly underlines in his Disputation with 
Pyrrhus,” but its true development and use manifests the likeness to 
God. To what is naturally good (калбу) according to the image, man is 
called to add through his free decision (mpoaipeots) a likeness through 

29 On Maximus’ triad of being—well-being—ever-being, see further ch. VI: 5, pp. 
368-373 below. 

21 Char 3. 22; CSC, р. 152 and 1. 25; p. 58. 


22 Thal 53; CCSG 7, p. 435.. 
23 See PG 91, 304 C and 324 D. 
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virtues.^" Thus a man who rightly uses the three movements of his soul 
mind, reason and sense, has already added to the good (Kad ov) of nature 
the voluntary good (то угорикот &ya60v) of likeness. Likeness perfects 
the image character of man in that it completes what is of nature and 15 
thus unchangeable, with what is of will, and thus differentiated according 
to everyone's personal choice and capacity. Maximus alludes to this 
duality again 1n the preamble to the Ambigua, where he speaks of a 
YVO ипрактов and a прайв &#усофоѕ, which are the “beauty of 
Wisdom” and are marked by the principle of divine providence and 
judgment. Through them, he adds, is manifested, how God has made 
man after his image, in that he is incarnated in the virtues.?5 This 
incarnation is, however, also a formation of Christ in the believer, i.e. 
also an individual appropriation of the presence of the incarnate Logos in 
the world, an appropriation which through the virtues includes the 
activities of the body and the senses. | 

Seen in the light of our two key passages Maximus’ statements about 
the difference between image and likeness of God in man are, thus, yet 
another expression of his conviction that man is a totality of body and 
soul, entrusted with freedom, and that the aspect of unity, the image 
shared by all, should be balanced against the aspect of differentiation, 
likeness as acquired by those who are wise and good, within the 
perspective of God's economy for his creation. 


Additional note: Imago Trinitatis 


We have seen how the Maximian triad being, well-being, ever-being is 
related to the distinction of image and likeness in such a way that being 
and ever-being pertain to the image of God and well-being to the likeness 
of God in man. We have also seen, how the same distinction between 
image and likeness is connected with a distinction in the properties of 
God, so that God is said to communicate his Being and ever-being to 
man's nature as an image of Himself, and his Goodness and Wisdom to 
the likeness to Himself. If we combine these two viewpoints, we see 
clearly that both wisdom and goodness are seen as related to well-being 
(which is also the sphere of the development of the divine likeness in 
man). 

Now, as Sherwood has shown, triads of this type indicate in Maximus 
the idea of some kind of Trinitarian reflections in creation and on the 


24 Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 A. 
35 PG 91, 1032 AB. 
36 СЕ. Char 4. 70; CSC, p. 224. 
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human level. Thus from Amb 1023 we should conclude that in combining 
ontological and moral terms in describing God's attributes as revealed 
through His relationship to the created world, Maximus establishes 
triads which reflect, in some measure, the mystery of the Holy Trinity. 
Such secondary triads in creation are motion, providence and position 
(Bécs), or again difference, judgment and composition (красі), and 
they show both that God is, is wise and is living, that is to say they reveal 
His own being, well-being and ever-being.™ | 

Sherwood has also shown, that this last triad of divine properties— 
being, wisdom, life—goes back to a four-fold distinction in Ps.-Denis: 
goodness, being, life and wisdom," based on a triad of Proclus: being, 
Ше, mind, where Denis has changed mind to wisdom and added his 
favourite divine attribute goodness. Maximus seems, in his turn, to have 
combined wisdom with goodness and put it in the second place and thus 
to have arrived at his own triad, where being corresponds to the Father, 
wisdom (and goodness) to the Son, and life to Ше Spirit.” These findings 
coincide, however, with what we have already found concerning the 
relationship between image and likeness as related to different attributes 
of God, and with our suggestion that likeness, which reflects the wisdom 
and goodness of God, is closely linked with the thought of God's 
incarnation or the formation of Christ in the believer, for it 15 exactly 
those two attributes, which pertain to likeness, which are also seen as 
reflexions of the Son as a divine Person. 

But then we are bound to conclude that, when manifesting the divine 
image and likeness, man is in fact reflecting the Holy Trinity. Are there 
also other indications in Maximus of an imago Trinitatis in man, which 
may confirm this conclusion? Yes, and again Sherwood has pointed out 
the evidence. In Amb 7 Maximus emphasizes that the human mind, 
Аёуоѕ and spirit should be conformed to their archetype: the great Mind, 
Logos and Spirit, and in a passage of Amb 10, the same triad of the 
human soul is said to be an image of the Triune Archetype.“ This triad 
as a reflexion of the Trinity in the human soul goes back to Gregory 
Nazianzen, who related its elements respectively to the unoriginate 

27 PG 91, 1136 BC. See further my own study Man and the Cosmos, pp. 46-49. 

238 Representing the aspect of unification, it seems. 

239 Representing the aspect of differentiation, 1t seems. 


240 See SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 38 ff. 

^! De div. nom. 5, 2; PG 3, 816 С; the distinction is reflected also elsewhere, see e.g. 
ibid. 2, 3; 640 B and 2,5; 644 A. 

242 See SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 40 Е. 

23 Cf. ibid., p. 41. | 

24 PG 91, 1088 A, and PG 91, 1196 A; cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, р. 41. 
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character of the Father, the birth of the Son and the procession of the 
Spirit."? Finally, Sherwood has found another example, which is, howev- 
er, related more to the activities of sanctified man. It comes in a passage 
which we have already cited, Amb 10, and refers to an acquired 
simplicity and unity reflecting the divine simplicity, and an imitated 
goodness in virtues, reflecting the divine goodness, and a putting off of 
the individuality of naturally divisive forces through the power of divine 
grace, reflecting Ше unifying work of God.” In the last case the three 
functions seem to be easily recognizable as those of the Father, the Son 
and the Spirit respectively —and we can also add that the second 
element, characterized as the imitation of divine goodness, if we com- 
pare it with the other texts we have studied, alludes also indirectly to the 
free development of the likeness to God in man and to deification, seen 
as a divine incarnation in human virtues. 

There are, thus, in Maximus clear indications of an imago Trinitatis 
conception related to the constitution and spiritual activity of man. But 
on the other hand, Maximus does not dwell very long on these aspects, 
probably because his apophatic theological position warned him against 
giving the impression that the mystery of the Holy Trinity is in any sense 
expressible in human terms. With Sherwood we are, therefore, bound to 
call them simply *adumbrations of the Trinity in creation" ?*" As such 
they may, however, play an important role on the human level itself, as is 
shown in the example of Abraham, as we find it presented in Ep 228 and 


23 Or. 23, 11; PG 35, 1161 C-1164 A; cf. Sherwood, in ACW, p. 41 f.—In the 
anonymous homily Quid sit ad imaginem . . . this last aspect returns, but is developed in a 
different direction. The attributes of the persons of the Trinity are said to be reflected in the 
ayevvnaia фих в, yévvnaw Aóyov and ekmrópevauw пуебшатов. The triad is thus here улу, 
Лбуов, пує)ца, but пуетца is further identified with voùs, which makes the triad rather 
different from that of Gregory and Maximus (see PG 44, 1336 AB). The way the attributes 
are used is also interesting, since it sounds somewhat Origenist. For Ше ayevynoia yuyns is 
easily referred to an idea of the pre-existence of souls, the yevvnaia Aóyov to a second 
creation including the lower parts of the soul, and the exzrépevots voós to a return of the 
mind to an original ‘supernatural’ unity. It is also striking, that a second reflexion of the 
Trinity in the soul, namely in the three parts of the created soul: то етбурттакбр, то Лоукбу 
and то 0vuukóv, is referred to the activities of God (PG 44, 1336 В), which statement could 
be related to the Origenist idea of providence and judgment (see on Maximus’ refutation of 
this understanding, ch. II: 3, pp. 67-70 above). The possible relationship between this little 
treatise of unknown origin and Maximus requires a particular study, which cannot be 
undertaken here. 

46 PG 91, 1196 B; cf. Внекмооо, in ACW, p. 42. 

247 SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 38. 

48 See PG 91, 400 C. Maximus’ evaluation of Abraham in Ep 2 and Thal 28 is worked 
out in a most complicated dialogue with the earlier Christian interpretation of Gen. 18; see 
further my sketch of the history of this interpretation in the acts of the Fourth International 
Conference of Patristic Studies, Oxford 1963. 


132 Chapter Three: Maximus' Anthropology in General 


Thal 28. For as the visit of the three angels in Mamre is described there 
by Maximus, this story illustrates the relationship between the inner 
unity of man— established through the direction of the mind, freed from 
its dependence upon matter—and the revelation of the Holy Trinity to 
rational beings in the created world.” United in himself —and here one 
may think of the triads of the soul— Abraham was, thus, able to regard 
human multiplicity as oneness? and to receive the truth, that in the 
Aoyos of the monad lies inherent the immaterial Aóyos of the Triad.^! 
The adumbrations of the Trinity in the human world may, therefore, 
serve at the same time as a kind of divine revelation and as a pattern for 
interhuman, as well as inner human, relationships. They are in fact 
another expression of the intimate connection and interdependence of 
true unity and multiplicity. 


5. Microcosm and mediator 


A dominant element in Maximus' general anthropology, which is related 
to his understanding of human nature as such, remains still to be treated, 
though it is evidently of the utmost importance for the whole perspective 
of this thesis; that is to say, Maximus' understanding of man as 
microcosm and— dependent on this—as cosmic mediator. There are a 
number of reasons for our delay in taking up this question. 

First of all, man's róle as mediator will be most appropriately dealt 
with in relation to Maximus’ theology of deification, since it is part and 
parcel of the latter, and consequently belongs to a later section of this 
work. Secondly, the idea of man as microcosm presupposes an under- 
standing of other elements of Maximus' anthropology, which we have 
had to treat first; not only his view of man as a natural unit, but also the 
different aspects of his theology of the image. Thirdly, the explicit 
references to the concept of microcosm are concentrated in a few 
particular texts. Finally, the practical implications of this idea are mostly 
seen in relation to Maximus’ ascetic theology and will therefore only be 
fully treated in that context. It is for these reasons that not until this point 
have we arrived at a proper place to describe Maximus' use of the idea of 


man as microcosm, and for these reasons too, that we shall only indicate 


here—in a preliminary way—the task of mediation which is, in 


Maximus' opinion, set before man. 
This task is his by virtue of the fact that he bears within himself the 


29 Thal 28; CCSG 7, p. 203. 
20 Ep 2; loc. cit. 
21 PG 90, 360 D. 
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elements of all creation, and still more is dignified by the presence within 
him of the divine image. It seems that there are at least three reasons why 
Maximus must have adopted rather readily the ancient idea of mari as 
microcosm. First there is his profound understanding of unity and 
multiplicity. Then there is the fact that he, evidently, understood the 
created world in terms of Christological insights, which necessarily had 
powerful repercussions in his anthropology. Finally, the influence of the 
Cappadocians, as we shall see, at this point is particularly strong, and 
they had already explicitly made use of the idea on Christian grounds. 


Man as microcosm in the tradition before Maximus 


The view of man as microcosm, and the consequent interplay of this 
microcosm and the world as macrocosm, is an important and differenti- 
ated phenomenon in the world of religion.” Its presence in Greek 
antiquity was probably due to Oriental influences though in a number of 
ways it can be traced back to pre-Socratic times? There seems, thus, to 
be a faint beginning of the idea in Anaximenes, and а consequent 
development of it among the atomist philosophers. Democritus states 
explicitly that man is а microcosm,” and his development of the idea 
exerted a wide influence on later philosophy.” Its influence on Christian 
writers obviously depends on the fact that it was used by these later 
philosophers. Thus in Plato the whole dialogue of Timaeus is marked by 
it, since—reproducing older traditions—it describes a vision of the 
world as one great human being." The term microcosm, however, does 
not appear in Plato. In Aristotle, on the other hand, we find the 
expressions pixpos and деуав kóopos and the idea of a reciprocity 
between them.^* Here, however, the concept does not play a very 
important róle, and the analogy is restricted to the constitution of the 


2% бее G. LANCZKOWSKI, art. Makrokosmos und Mikrokosmos, in КСС? 4, col. 624 f. 
and R. ALLERS, Microcosmus, from Anaximandros to Paracelsus, Traditio 2 (1944) pp. 
31 9-407, where a very far-reaching differentiation (elementaristic, cosmocentric anthrop- 
ocentric, holistic, symbolistic and psychological microcosmism) is attempted. í 

See W. Kranz, Kosmos und Mensch in der Vorstellung des frühen Griechentums 
NGWG, N.F., Fachgr. 1, vol. 2 (1936-38), pp. 121-161, and for the Oriental influence, the 
general COIT of earlier БЕШЕ р. 149 Е. i 

. FR. UEBERWEG, Grundriss der Geschichte d г е, I: 1 
Philosophie des Altertums, Berlin 1926, p. 51. Mud QU e 
- 55 See Н. Diets, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 2, 1954; no. B 34, p. 153, 1. 8; cf. 1. 

я Cf. Kranz, Kosmos, 1 (Archiv f. Begriffsgeschichte 2: 1), 1953, p. 49 f. 

See particularly Tim.; 81 A and D; ef. also Phileb.; 29 B-30 A. A monograph has 
been devoted to the subject: A. OLERUD, L'Idée de macrocosmos et de microcosmos dans le 
Timée de Platon, Diss., Uppsala 1951. Cf. KRANTZ, op. cit., p. 51 ff. 

38 See Aristotle, Phys. 8, 2; 252 b, 24. 
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human soul Only within Stoic philosophy were there the decisive 
conditions, which caused the idea to flourish, —though this is, of course, 
not to say that we do not find it in e.g. Neo-Platonism^?—for in Stoic 
philosophy it was intimately connected with a corresponding idea of 
God's immanence in the world. And so an all-embracing formula was 
reached on this basis: "What God is to the world, that is the soul to 
man.'?9 

It should, however, be noticed, that it is a general tendency in the 
literature we have mentioned, as well as in the Oriental tradition, to 
understand the idea in such a way, that it is man who is formed after the 
pattern of the Cosmos and not Ше reverse,”*' though Plato, it is true, uses 
it primarily to describe the world in human terms.” This question now 
becomes of importance within the Christian tradition, for—as among 
Platonists—there will necessarily be a certain tension between the 
understanding of man as being, as it were, in the image of the material 
creation, and the idea that man was created in the image and likeness of 
God: the latter view implying, as it does, a super-human destiny, which 
could not be fulfilled within the function of a microcosm related 
primarily to the empirical world as macrocosm. 

This difficulty is noticeable already in Philo, who probably paved the 
way for the Christian use of the idea. For in him on the one hand there is 
a clear parallelism between world and man, so that man may be regarded 
as a small world and the world as a single man in accordance with the 
understanding of the philosophers,” but, on the other hand, it is evident 
that it is not the Stoic concept which is relevant here but rather the 
Platonic.“ For in Philo there is a strict distinction between the intelligi- 
ble and the sensible world, and thus also between man created in the 
image of God and man formed from the earth.” The analogy between 
man and the world has in fact to include this dual perspective. And it is in 
their common ideal relationship to the Logos that man and world are 
equal, which fact implies a certain modification in the use of the concept 

259 Democritus’ microcosm idea is reflected in Plotinus (see Enn. IV, 3, 1) and in 
Iamblichus, in both cases in connection with the idea of the Universe as being held together 
in a unity (ef. UEBERWEG— PRAECHTER, op. cit., pp. 605 and 616). 

20 Cf L. STEIN, Die Psychologie der Stoa, I, Berlin 1886, p. 208.—An important 
position within the same stream of tradition is held by Cicero, see De nat. deor. 2. 14, 37. 

261 Cf. Н. HoMMzL, Mikrokosmos, КЪМ 92 (1943), р. 58, n. 7. 

22 Cf. KRANZ, ор. cit., pp. 16-20; 50-53. 

263 Philo, Quis rer. div. haer. 155; Сонм & WENDLAND, 3, p. 36, 7 f. 

264 A slight parallel to Philo’s dilemma may probably be found already in Poseidonius 
and the Middle Stoa, where there is room for a rather sharp distinction between body and 


soul. Cf. UEBERWEG— PRAECHTER, Ор. cit., p. 480. 
265 Cf. DANIÉLOU, Philon d'Alexandrie, p. 172 f. 
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of man as microcosm. For in the end, the real analogy is that which exists 
between the Logos and the human mind (vovs) on the one hand, and the 
world and the human body on the other.?® 

Among Christian writers the idea of man as microcosm seems to have 
been used particularly by the Cappadocian Fathers.?*" We find it in fact in 
all three of them, though their point of emphasis is not always the same. 
Thus Basil of Caesarea, in one of his sermons, states that man is by 
self-attention able to see the wisdom of the Creator as in a microcosm. 
He obviously does not think of a mystical divine presence in the soul or 
of the universe in terms of the human body, but simply of the interplay 
between the different elements of man, as an analogy to the cosmic order, 
in both of which God's creative wisdom is reflected.* And in a different 
way Gregory Nazianzen on one occasion applies the very expression 6 
шакр kóros to man, not, however, it would seem, referring first of all 
to the constitution of man as such, but to his receptive powers in their 
relation to the outside world, on account of which the human soul may be 
said to contain this world within itself?9 Finally, Gregory of Nyssa uses 
the concept of man as microcosm in various places, sometimes explicitly, 
more often implicitly??? but here we recognize again, and more clearly, 
the tension which we have noticed in Philo. For when he assumes that 
man is a microcosm and is a mirror of the harmony of the universe, he 
does so, first of all, to stress that 1n both cases there is a certain imitation 
of the Creator, and that this is the reason why the mind finds in the 
microcosm what it discovers in the macrocosm, and why it may rec- 
ognize the same harmony in itself as in the universe.?! And then fur- 
thermore, he is eager to point out that man's likeness to the universe is 
not the reason of his greatness, which is due, on the contrary, to the fact 
that he is created in the image of the Creator.?? 

The multiplicity, which is an inescapable feature of creation as such, 
is thus to a Christian writer like Gregory an element in the analogy 


26 See DANIÉLOU, Op. cit., p. 173 f. 

267 It should, however, be noted, that Jerome claims that Origen held the opinion that 
the four elements of the world corresponded exactly to the four traditional elements 
of man: flesh, breath, blood and heat (Lib. contra Ioann. Hierosol. 25; PL 23, 376 B). For 
other examples of the same close association between the elements of man and of the world, 
see further references given in Y. LEFEVRE, L'Elucidarium et les Lucidaires, Paris 1954, 
р. 115 Ё, n. 1 (Prof. C.-M. EpsMaN has kindly drawn my attention to this study.) 

28 Hom. in illud, Attende tibi ipsi, 7; PG 31, 213 B-216 В. 

269 Or. 28 (Theol. 2), 22; Mason, p. 56. 

20 Cf. e.g. VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 51 f. 

7" In Psalm. 1, 3; PG 44, 441 CD. 

22 De hom. opif. 16; PG 44, 180 A. Cf. ALLERS, art. cit., p. 370 f., where this position is 
understood (merely) as *symbolistic microcosmism". 
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between microcosm and macrocosm, which cannot be understood in its 
right proportion, until reference has been given to a more important 
doctrine: that of the image of God in man. For only in that is the unifying 
principle indicated, thus making the intended harmony of creation the 
crucial point of the analogy. Man is, in fact, called to mediate between 
the intelligible and the sensible world.” And thus the problem of the fall 
of man and the consequent disorder of creation is indirectly brought into 
the picture. The distinction between God and the world must necessarily 
be underlined in direct conjunction with the idea of man as microcosm. 
And this is all the more important in Gregory, where we have already 
found that the idea of the dignity of the soul, and particularly of the 
human mind, is more valuable than is the concept of the totality of man 
as created being, even though this totality is in principle defended.^" 


Man as both microcosm and mediator in Nemesius 


In Maximus we shall see how this problem is felt just as keenly, but 1s 
tackled in such a way as to make possible a further development of the 
same tendencies. However, before we deal with him we should mention 
another writer, for whom the idea of man as microcosm is very relevant: 
Nemesius of Emesa. Nemesius is in fact important, not only because he 
accepts the classical understanding of man as microcosm —seeing the 
things of the external universe reflected in man as in a mirror? —but 
more particularly because of his attempt to reconcile the tension we have 
already mentioned. The dualism, which is such a characteristic feature of 
his philosophy —even implying, as we have pointed out, the idea of the 
pre-existence of souls—is the very pre-supposition of this reconciliation. 
For the idea of man as microcosm in Nemesius is not first of all related to 
an understanding of the universe as a harmonious whole, but to man's 
divine task to unite in himself the opposites of the world. Man is called to 
perform a function, to act as microcosm. For this reason he has been 
placed as the centre of the universe, a position which is first of all 
illustrated by the fact that he is created in the image and likeness of God. 
The conclusions are thus drawn from man to the world rather than 
the other way round; the order which should regulate man's life—that 
the irrational element should be subordinated to the rational element— 
is equally valid for the world outside. It is in fact for man to exert this 
?3 Ог. catech. 6; PG 45, 25 B-28 B; ef. Gairg, La Conception de la liberté, р. 50 ff. 
24 See p. 96 f. above our discussion of the difference between the argumentations of 


Gregory and Maximus in relation to their refutation of the pre-existence of souls. 
75 Nemesius, De nat. hom. 1; PG 40, 529 B. 
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rational rule over the world, and the fact that the things of the world are 
reflected in man as in a mirror implies a call to man to use them for his 
service.” Truths about the universe can be grasped from observations of 
man and vice versa, but the whole argument leads up to the conclusion 
that the lower creatures exist for man's sake." And this task of man 
means that he has to join together things which are opposites: mortal 
creatures with immortal, rational beings with the irrational. This is the 
way in which he has to function as Ше “world in little", and thus it is that 
he “carries the image of the whole world" .?"* 

We are, therefore, bound to conclude that in Nemesius of Emesa the 
tension we have noticed between the idea of man as a microcosm 
reflecting the outside world, and the idea of man as created in the image 
of God, 15 reconciled through the insistence on the function of man in the 
world. In other words: through a combination of the idea of the 
microcosm with that of man as mediator” And it is this particular 
combination—though without the very strong dualism in relation to 
created beings, which is a Platonist, but perhaps also an Antiochene, 
element in Nemesius— which we find also in Maximus, though used in a 
personal way. 


Maximus and man's middle position 


Maximus, in fact, from the beginning sets out to reconcile, in a way 
which is in accordance with his Christological presuppositions, any 
tension that may exist between the idea of man as microcosm and the 
concept of the image and likeness of God, whether due to a dualism 
derived from a Platonist philosophical background or to the Christian 
dichotomy between Creator and creation. As in the case of Nemesius, so 
with him a dualistic outlook seems so far from being an obstacle for his 
acceptance of both conceptions, that it rather furthers their combination. 
The reason 1s again—as in Nemesius—that the emphasis lies on the task 
which man has to perform as microcosm—a task which is at the same 
time that of a mediator—a view which accords with Maximus' basic 
conviction that unity should, here on earth, be realized in diversity and 
diversity be fulfilled in unity. 


279 Loc. с 
?" [bid.; 525 А. Cf. the commentary Бу TELFER, in Cyril of Jerusalem and Nemesius of 
Emesa, p. 254. 
28 Thid.; 532 С-533 А. For the translation, see TELFER, op. cit., p. 254. 
„29 As far as Gregory of Nyssa is concerned, the solution of the problem is, as we have 
said, found in the same direction, though less explicitly. On this aspect see Gaitu, La 
Conception de la Liberté, esp. p. 50 ff. 
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What we have now said can be well illustrated by those texts in which 
Maximus explicitly develops or refers to the idea of microcosm. We find 
it already in Ep 6, where the concept is just slightly hinted at. This letter 
is entirely devoted to a refutation of those who claim that the soul is a 
body," and only towards the end of it, does Maximus refer to man as б 
цикрдв кӧсшоѕ.2%! Nevertheless, an analysis of this section of his argu- 
mentation shows that a number of the elements which we have men- 
tioned, are at play. Thus it is characteristic that what he wants to 
underline here, is that it is impossible to believe in the image of God in 
man, if the soul is corporeal, exactly because the analogy between the 
world and man, as microcosm, is then in fact not demonstrable. This is 
elaborated in a rather complicated manner, which may, however, 
through analysis be summarized in the following уау. 

The analogy between man and Ше world, which is threatened by the 
idea of the corporeality of the soul, is one which is constituted by their 
common relationship to an immutable cause. For the whole world this 
cause is God, in relation to whom it naturally moves, but for man it is the 
substantial cause of movement (то kumruwov aitiov), which is fixed in 
itself but in relation to which the organic existence of the body is moved. 
But this human cause of movement, represented in principle by the 
mind, at the same time bears the image of God, in relation to whom the 
whole of man moves, together with the whole of creation. Without the 
fixity in man, which is of the image of God in him, be would not truly 
reflect the world in its relationship to God as the first Cause. He would 
not truly serve as a microcosm —understood as mediator, we may а94.283 

In another shorter passage—in Amb 10—the emphasis lies on Ше 
opposite side, but the implications are the same. It is the mediating 
possibilities of man which are underlined, but the microcosm idea is 
presupposed. The tone is far more negative, since the context is a 
warning against the division which is caused by man, when he turns his 
attention towards the material world and not towards God. What is 

stressed, however, is the middle position of man, as represented by the 
human soul. Through the senses man is related to matter, and through 


20 His opponents can hardly have been the Origenists. SHERWOOD has discussed the 
problem but has not advanced beyond this negative conclusion; see The Earlier Ambigua, 
p. 193, n. 23. 

2) PG 91, 429 D. 

282 Since our interest here is focused on the way the analogy between man and the world 
is used, we leave the problem of moral and ontological mutability out of account, though 
this is ап important object of Maximus' own attention. Cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier 
Ambigua, p. 193 f. 

283 See Ep 6; PG 91, 429 B-432 A. 
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his mind to God. He has to choose, where he should turn his attention 
and in that sense he must break with his dependence from matter This 
break with matter in favour of the divine relationship, implies qusc, 
in Maximus a right ordering of man as a totality, which is the presu osi- 
tion for his work as mediator. Man's being a microcosm. his middle 
position, will always tempt him to break with God, as it once tem ted 
Б it does not deprive him of his ordering and unifying oe 
in the univ j 1 15 li 
Wiech Vi m relation to which he may even develop his likeness 
This last fact is made fully evident in a third passage, which may serve 
as a key illustration to Maximus’ use of the ideas of man as o 
and as mediator. This passage is the first section of Amb 41 (PG 91, 1304 
D-1313 B), which deals as a whole with the question, how five basic 
divisions (ĉarpéreirs)—both unnatural and natural? — which are char- 
acteristic of the universe in which man dwells, may be overcome. It is 
made clear from the very beginning that this work of reconciliation and 
unification is a task, originally set before man, but now fulfilled— 
because of man's fall —by Christ on his behalf, in such a way that he has 
to live in accordance with this fulfilment and participate actively in it. It 
is thus the idea of man as mediator which is undoubtedly put into the 
foreground. But it is striking, how closely this idea is linked to a 
presentation of man as microcosm —though this last concept does not 
expressly appear in the text. For the moment we shall therefore leave this 
aspect of mediation and shall concentrate our attention upon the 
microcosmic aspect, and only towards the end of this section shall we 
return to the question how Maximus conceives of the task of mediation 
as such.?9é 
Man is, first of all, presented here as being in all respects in the middle 
between the extremes of creation, to which he has a natural relationship 
He was brought into being as an all-containing workshop, binding all 
together in himself.’ As such he has also been given the power of 
unification, thanks to his proper relationship to his own different parts 
Man was further brought into being as the last of God's creatures, 
because he was to be a natural link (обудеоцов) between all creation, 
а See Amb 10; PG 91, 1193 C-1196 B. 
Cf. in ch. П: 1 (p. 56 Е.) above, our discussion of Maximus’ use of the term d:aipecis 


in this text. Cf. also ch. VI: 6-10 below. wh i 
- * : Е E Tr 3 ете Е 
systematization. this text serves as the basis of 
26 The problem of mediation, i.e. of man’ icipation i 
le. n's participation in the work of mediation, will 
attract all our attention in ch. VI, since this mediation i inci i 
Aa Rea Gn. lation in fact coincides with the process of 
287 PG 91, 1305 A. 
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mediating (цеостейот) between the extremes through the elements of his 
own nature.28 Man was thus called to bring into one unity in relation to 
God as Cause that which was naturally distinguished, starting with his 
own division, summarized in the distinction between man and woman. 
Overcoming this strictly human difference, man should let the one man 
be manifest in himself, i.e. the man who exists in fact even after the fall 
and who is not divided by the difference between man and woman, 
because he remains related to the common principle (Aóyos) of human 
nature. And from there he is in the position to go on and unite the 
world in itself and bring it into an harmonious relationship with God.” 

This was the task set before man, but he did not fulfill it. He failed in 
his destiny and denied his relationship with God. He preferred to direct 
his natural movement towards the created world, which was itself 
moved, and thus he was rescued only thanks to Christ, the God 
incarnate, who fulfilled the unifying and mediating function of man, 
being himself man in true relationship to God. On this point Maximus 
dwells for a long time, developing the way in which Christ realized his 
task.?! And he summarizes it once more, concluding with the statement, 
that Christ has thus demonstrated that the whole creation is one, as it 
were one new man, fulfilled through the coming together of its members 
and tending towards itself in a totality of existence, according to one 
simple and immutable principle: the coming into existence out of 
nothing, which from the very beginning unites the whole of God's 
creation in spite of its differences.” The fulfilment of the work of 
mediation thus never violates the basic principle of the gulf between 
Creator and creation.’ Man as microcosm is a creature among crea- 
tures. 

A fourth text is Myst 7, where the idea of the microcosm is again 
brought into the foreground. The concept of man as mediator 1S, 
however, implicitly present. From what we have examined already, we 
may conclude that the microcosm idea tends to be developed by 
Maximus in such a way, that it leads to the concept of the universe as a 
cosmic man, Ше paxpavOpwiros idea. In Myst 7 this is the very 
starting-point. Here, as in the rest of this work, Maximus refers to "an 
old man", who has given a mystical interpretation of the Holy Liturgy 


288 1305 B. 

29 1305 CD. 

0 1305 D-1308 C. Cf. ch. VI: 6-10 below. 

? 1308 С-1309 D. 

292 Cf. our study of the creatio ex nihilo idea in Maximus, ch. II: 1 above. 
23 See 1312 AB. 
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and whose ideas һе only reproduces and elaborates.?^ Among those ideas 
is one which says, that both Scripture (ch. 6) and the universe may be 
called a man. Let us see, how the elements of this last concept are 
developed and how the analogy between man and the world is worked 
out. 

The chapter starts with the makranthropos-idea, and only from there 
though immediately, does it go on to the opposite aspect, the micro- 
cosm.” The analogy is then worked out in a way, which again reminds us 
of Nemesius, for a certain dualism is presupposed in both writers; as the 
world consists of visible and invisible things, so man consists of body and 
soul. And this dual constitution of both reflects each other, but this is not 
enough, for one must also say, that the intelligible things in the world 
represent the soul, as the soul represents the intelligible things in man, 
and the sensible things of the world are the type of the body, as the body 
is the type of the sensible things in man. And as the soul is present in the 
body, so also the intelligible world is present in the sensible world.?$ 
Thus, each forms a characteristic unity in diversity, so that, as there is 
one single man, made up of soul and body, kept together in their unity, so 
there is also one world consisting of these two different elements.?? 

The separate character of each element, however, should in neither 
case be so emphasized, that their unity is threatened, and this is 
safeguarded by a principle (Aóyos), which does not allow it to happen. 
For there is a certain affinity between all, on account of which the Cause 
of created beings is mystically present in a manifold way, at the same 
time preserving and uniting all, so that it remains both unmixed and 
unseparated.?* When this principle is followed the whole world may 
expect a final, eschatological change, a day when the world dies away like 
a man, and both man and the world experience a resurrection, where the 
dualism is finally overcome, in that the body is completely united with 
the soul and the sensible things with the intelligible things.?? 

7^ Who this is—if not a literary fiction—is hard to say. SHERWOOD, The Earlier 
Ambigua, р. 8 f., has called attention to the fact that such a person 15 referred to, not only in 
the Liber asceticus, but also in Ambiguorum liber. He mentions Sophronius as a possible 
suggestion, and we may add, that the existence of a non-authentic Commentarius liturgicus, 
attributed to him, is at least an indication tbat there was a tradition of regarding 
Sophronius as among the commentators of the Liturgy. Von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 365, 
thinks, however, that the problem is not to be solved. 

35 PG 91, 684 D-685 A. 

26 PG 91, 685 A. 

2 EOC cit. 

28 685 В. Notice here, how Ше Christological convictions are reflected in the 


interrelated cosmological and anthropological fields. 
299 685 С. 
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The analogies thus also include that of a similar resurrection in the 
end. It is pointed out, however, that man should be careful, not to direct 
his attention to the flesh but to care for the soul as much as possible, for it 
is the higher and more valuable which ought to dominate in relation to 
Scripture, world and man.™ A precondition for the work of unification is 
therefore that the proper order of things is preserved, and herein lies the 
function of man as mediator. Thus, even in this text there is an indirect 
reference to the task of man. 


Man the mediator 


We have seen, through the way it is used, how central to Maximus is the 
idea of man as microcosm, though it does not appear explicitly in very 
many texts. What is the main reason for this fact? From what we have 
now seen through an analysis of the texts, the answer seems rather near at 
hand. In a theology, where the Christological insights function as a 
paradigm for the understanding of the world as well as of man, the 
anthropology must appear as the decisive link. Only an understanding of 
man as the centre of the created universe does justice to the cosmic 
implications of Christ's position and work of reconciliation, at least 
within the context of Greek thinking. And in a theology, where a 
reciprocal relationship is professed between Incarnation and deification, 
there must needs be a close relationship between this deification of man 
and a transfiguration of the world, such as we have seen illustrated in our 
passages from Amb 41 and Myst 7. 

In Maximus' system, however, the Incarnation represents the aspect 
of differentiation and limitation, while deification represents the aspect 
of union—aspects which we have found faithfully reflected through the 
whole cosmological field—and thus the idea of man as microcosm, 
reflecting the world in its manifoldness and diversity, has naturally in 
Maximus' writings to be combined with the idea of man as mediator, 
who unites in himself all that is differentiated without violating its 
integrity. But this work of mediation and unification is at the same time a 
fruit of man's relationship to God, of the fact that he is created in the 
divine Image. For both the establishment of the true order (within man 
through the direction of the mind which carries the image) and the work 
of mediation depend on the dominance of the higher principles, in 
relation to which the movable world is moved, and this leads in the end 
to God, who keeps all together in differentiated unity. The idea of man as 


39 685 D. 
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mediator is, thus, a very appropriate expression of Maximus' whole 
theological intention, as it is to be felt throughout his work. 

But what, then, are the opposed elements which need to be reconciled 
through man's work of mediation, and how are they reconciled? A few 
indications in response to this question should be given here at the end of 
our present section. We choose to do it in relation to the passage in Amb 
41, which we have already mentioned, first because it is most clearly 
elaborated there, but also because this text shows how man's microcos- 
mic position functions in this context. 

Maximus distinguishes between five "divisions", which man is called 
to overcome. That between intelligible and sensible is just one of them, 
the second. The others are: 1) between created and uncreated nature; 3) 
within sensible creation, between heaven and earth; 4) within the sphere 
of the earth, between paradise and the world inhabited by men; and 5) 
within humanity, between man and woman. In all these cases man has 
a specific function. He should start with his own particular division, the 
fifth, which to Maximus is contrary to the original divine intention for 
man. Since this division is upheld by an intercourse between the sexes 
characterized by lust, it should be overcome through the establishment of 
a passionless relationship, which manifests the common principle of 
human nature alone, and which in Christ is established by his birth of a 
virgin. The fourth division is healed through man’s holy conduct, 
which makes paradise and the inhabited earth into one land. The third 
division is overcome through an imitation of the angels, as far as this is 
possible for man, which fixes man entirely in the God-ward direction.?? 
But as soon as man has, thus, acquired a knowledge equal to that of the 
angels, so that there 1s no more any difference between knowing and not 
knowing, man may also reconcile the division between the sensible and 
the intelligible world. In this state he lives by grace in an intimate 
communion with God, which leads in the end to the overcoming of the 
last division, to mystical union with God —though without, of course, 
any ontological identification.?^ Thus, a particular stress lies on the 
“gnostic” functions of man, as it were sharing with God, in the holding 
together of the whole universe through the contemplated principles of 
being. Deification and mediation on the cosmic level coincide, and the 
basis of both is the fact that man is a rational creature and as such carries 
in himself the image of God. 

3! PG 9], 1304 D-1305 A. 

302 See PG 91, 1305 C and 1309 A. See further ch. VI: 6, pp. 373-379 below. 


335 1305 D. See further ch. VI: 7-8, pp. 381-398 below. 
3041308 AB. See further ch. VI: 9-10, pp. 398-427 below. 
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B. The Fall of Man and Its Consequences 


1 Adam and the original state of man 


There is still a number of aspects of anthropology, which have not been 
treated so far: the original state of man, the fall, the consequences of the 
fall, etc. They will, however, be dealt with most appropriately in relation 
to Maximus' interpretation of the biblical narrative about the creation 
and fall of man. For it is within such an exegetical tradition—far more 
than within the field of philosophical considerations—that his opinions 
on these questions naturally belong. 


The excellency of the primitive state 


Thus, we should first ask, how Maximus conceives of man in his original 
state. We could of course also ask what properties the image of God in 
man contains, when it is still unaffected by sin and its consequences. The 
answer is provided by a combination of elements coming from different 
texts. Thus we learn that Adam enjoyed spiritual freedom, ? which he 
was able to use in communion with God, since he also had an ability for 
spiritual pleasure; ?$ moreover he was sinless,?"—or perhaps better, 
without (yAds) sin, since he never acquired that actualized sinlessness, 
which Christ, the new Adam, manifested'* —and incorruptible, since he 
had not yet sinned and fallen a prey to physical corruption.” For this last 
reason he was subject only to the law of coming into being" (yyéveaus), а 
law which harmonized with the principle of his nature, but not to that of 
physical birth (yévvgous) after sexual intercourse, which was introduced 
after the fall?! as a means of relative preservation and the counterpart of 
death, the final sign of human corruptibility.?! Finally, in a discussion of 


35 Amb 42; PG 91, 1316 D. 

36 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. 

X7 Amb 42; PG 91, 1317 A. 

35 Amb 31; PG 91, 1276 C. 

39 Amb 42; 1317 АВ. 

310 It should be noted, that Clement of Alexandria already regarded sexual propagation 
as a consequence of the fall; see Strom. 3. 17; GCS Clem. 2, p. 243. 

3! See Amb 31; PG 91, 1276 C; 42; 1316 B-1317 C and Thal 61; CCSG 22, pp. 85 and 
93. Concerning Thal 61, where the term yévea:s is used about the way in which sinful men 
come into being, and the term yévvgauws about Christ's sinless birth, it should be noted, that 
it is Maximus' opinion that after the fall sexual intercourse is the established way for 
human beings to come into existence (their mode of yéveows) and may thus be called a 
yéeveots kaf пбогтъ, while Christ took upon himself freely to be born in a human manner, 
though without sexual intercourse, thus pointing back to the original state of man. We shall 
later discuss the implications of this teaching. 
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Gregory Nazianzen's expression, that the first man was naked in his 
simplicity and his unartificial life and needed no clothing"? Maximus 
elaborates the idea that Adam was naked, not in the sense that he was 
without flesh or body, but to the extent that he was free from that which 
makes the human flesh heavier, mortal and resistant. He could live 
without the aid of any human technique and without any clothes, since 
he had detachment (&rá6evo) and thus had no need to have shame, and 
further was not subject to any extreme of cold or heat)? He was 
passionless by grace, free from needs caused by outward circumstances, 
and wise, since he enjoyed knowledge (yvwous) above the sphere of 
purely natural contemplation.?'^ 

Thus we may recognize that Maximus elaborates rather eloquently 
the excellency of the primitive state of man. This has been noticed by 
many scholars. A problem which remains, however, is how far this 
implies that the first man already enjoyed all the heavenly blessings, 
which are promised to saved sinners in the world to come. In other words 
we must ask how far Maximus conceives the process of salvation and 
deification simply in terms of a restoration to an original human state, or 
alternatively, how far he imagines a development of mankind which 
exceeds anything which characterized man in the beginning? 

Heintjes takes a rather extreme position in discussing this point, 
claiming that it is Maximus’ opinion that Adam had already acquired the 
full divine likeness, because he had given himself freely to God.?^ But 
this must be due to a misunderstanding of Maximus' own words, for 
according to them perfect likeness and deification are clearly put before 
man as a purpose, related to the fact that he has been created in the image 
of God. Only by an act of his free will could Adam realize this purpose.?! 
And according to Maximus Adam failed in this destiny, since he made 
his wrong decision immediately (&ро то yevéodar).*"’ Disdier is more 
true to the texts, underlining that what God communicated to man in the 
beginning was a certain knowledge of God, linked with a desire and 
passion for Him, but he goes on and hazards the guess that Maximus may 
have regarded Adam as constituted in the state of mystical knowledge.?! 


But is this not again an over-statement of the case, for spiritual life to 


32 Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 45, 8; PG 36, 632 C. 
33 Amb 45; PG 91, 1353 AB. 
з4 Thid.; 1353 CD. 
315 HEINTIES, BiNJ 6 (1943), p. 65 f., with ref. to Amb. 42; PG 91, 1345 D-1348 A. 
316 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1345 D. 
: 3? Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. Cf. BLowERS, ор. cit., p. 171 f., n. 154. 
315 Disper, EO 29 (1930), p. 305 and n. 2. 
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Maximus culminates in something which is above yvwous, a mystical 
union with God in love??? 

Finally, Sherwood at one point feels bound to draw the conclusion 
that Maximus, at least sometimes, thinks rather simply in terms of an 
identity between beginning and end—in spite of his clear refutation of 
the Origenist myth of a primitive henad of rational beings, in which 
salvation consists in a return to the original unity in God. This point is all 
the more striking, since it is exactly this idea of identity between 
beginning and end which was anathematized as an Origenist error in the 
15th anathema of Justinian, as Sherwood himself points out.?? Sherwood 
adds, however, that Maximus' refutation of Origenism lies at a deeper 
level than this, and is not affected by his more or less accidental use of the 
cyclic argument. One could also add, that an identification of beginning 
and end of a kind such as we find e.g. in Amb 7, where the beginning and 
end of everything is identified with its intent and purpose," does not 
necessarily imply the idea of simple restitution, since intent and purpose 
are terms which point forward beyond themselves. And if God is seen as 
the purpose of man, as well as his beginning and end, it must be borne in 
mind that to Maximus, God as beginning both establishes and over- 
bridges a distance and difference to himself. This difference is the very 
presupposition of movement towards Him as end and purpose; it applies 
to primitive man, and will never be annihilated except in a mystical 
sense.??? 

It is thus far from certain, that Maximus praises the state of Adam 
in order to give an accurate picture of the future blessings of deified 
man. One would rather suspect that he does so in order to under- 
line the unlimited possibilities which lie ahead, when man has been re- 
stored in Christ to his image character and 15 called to work out for 
himself, in grace, his divine purpose at the point where Adam failed to 
do so. 

This question is, however, also linked with the problem of Maximus' 
relationship to some of his predecessors, for whom the concept of a 
double creation is particularly important in relation to the original state 
of the first man and the problem of restoration. We should, therefore, ask 
next: what is Maximus' view of this concept? 


3? See further ch. VI: 11 below on the process of deification. 

320 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 91, n. 40 and 86 with n. 34. 

?! PG 91, 1073 C. SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 91, n. 40 quotes this text. 

322 Cf, ch. II above and SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 95, n. 49, where the latter himself notices 
that sometimes in Maximus there is a difference between limit (7répos) and end (тело). 
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The idea of a double creation in Maximus’ predecessors 


The idea of a double creation is already found in Philo, as an interpreta- 
tion of the double biblical narrative of Genesis 1 and 2. Thus Philo 
distinguishes between the ideal man, created after the image of God 
(Gen. 1: 27), and the corporeal man, formed from clay (Gen. 2: 7). The 
first man is thus more or less identifiable with the idea of man, and is an 
object of thought only, incorporeal, incorruptible, neither male nor 
female, while the second man, who is the empirical man and is formed 
from matter (i.e. a плаода) is the object of sensual perception, consists 
of body and soul, is mortal and either man or woman.?? The first man 
belongs thus to the intelligible world and the second man to the sensible 
world.?* No fall is here presupposed before the second creation, as there 
was later in Origen's interpretation, but there is a strong Platonist 
dualism in Philo's outlook. This dualism tends, however, to coincide 
with that of divine and human in a more biblical sense, since man after 
the image of God 15 to Philo also an aspect of the Logos (who contains the 
Абуох).??5 

Philo's conception of a double creation was taken up by Origen but 
developed by him in a different direction. He gave it, on the one hand, a 
more Christian character by changing Philo's distinction between ideal 
and corporeal man into the Pauline distinction between inner and outer 
man, the former being identified with the soul, or particularly the mind. 
But on the other hand, it is a well-known fact that he combined this idea 
with his myth of a prehistoric fall in the intelligible world, so that this 
world was seen as brought into being through the first creation, while the 
second creation took place, when the fallen voes had cooled down into 
souls, so that they needed bodies for their spiritual education.?5 There is 
thus, also for Origen, a man made (factus) after the image, who was 
created first, and a second man, who is formed from matter (plasmatus). 
The former was invisible, incorporeal, incorrupt, immortal; the latter 
corporeal, visible, etc.?" The first man was further male and female, 
which means, in Origen's allegorical interpretation, that he possessed 
two elements constitutive of our inner man, namely the mind and the 
soul, while the second man consists of man and woman.” It is obvious, 

33 See Philo, De opif. mund. 134; Сонм & WENDLAND, I, p. 46 and Leg. alleg. 1, 31; 
p. 68 f.; cf. WorrsoN, Philo I, p. 310. 

?^ СЕ. DANIÉLOU, Sacramentum Futuri, Paris 1950, p. 46 f., who also thinks that Paulin 
1 Cor. may have reacted against this kind of understanding. 

25 This is particularly emphasized by Dawi£Lou, Philon d'Alexandrie, p. 173. 

92$ Cf. CROUZEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, p. 149. 


?7 Origen, In Gen., hom. 1, 13; GCS Orig. 6, p. 15. 
328 Cf. CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 153. 


148 Chapter Three: Maximus' Anthropology in General 


that to Origen the doctrine of a double creation furthers an understand- 
ing of the complete work of human salvation in terms of a simple 
restitution and return to the original unity. 

Evagrius, who is one of the most outstanding representatives of the 
Origenist tradition, of course follows Origen in his general interpreta- 
tion. This conclusion may be drawn both directly and indirectly. Thus, 
also for him there is a prehistoric fall, which is defined as a movement of 
intelligible beings away from their original unity,” and afterwards а 
second creation, effected by God but due to the Evil One.?? The first 
creation is that of the vóes,?! the second one Christ's formation of the 
nature of our bodies.?? A detailed description of the fall, causing this 
second creation, as disintegration of the original vous, is explicitly given 
in the Letter to Melania. The position of Evagrius is thus clear, and 
spiritual development is understood by him as a return to an original 
unity of intelligible beings, a conception which was one of the main 
points of accusation against the Origenists. 

Among the Cappadocian fathers Gregory of Nyssa was most clearly 
influenced by the early Alexandrian writers. It is, thus, not surprising to 
find him also wrestling with the problem of a double creation. His 
understanding of it is, however, so modified in comparison with that of 
Origen, that it is a question of debate, whether he teaches a double 
creation, in the real sense of the word, or not. Gregory comes, as 
W. Vólker has pointed out, far closer to Philo, whom he follows in 
referring Gen. 1 to an ideal state and Gen. 2 to the empirical man." It is, 
however, doubtful whether one can speak about a real creation in the first 
case, since this ideal man— who is not yet Adam but the species of 
man—exists only in God's foreknowledge,? though as а type of a 
humanity, which will be realized in the body of Christ. There is, thus, to 
Gregory one ideal man, who is after the image of God, and who is in fact 
a type of a future blessed humanity. This man is not sexually differenti- 


29 See e.g. Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 1. 51; in PO 28, p. 41 Ё; 6. 75; р. 249. 

39 Cent. gnost. 6. 36; PO 28, p. 231 ff. 

3! Cent. gnost. 3. 24; PO 28, р. 107. 

32 Cent. gnost. 3. 26; PO 28, p. 107; cf. GumLaumont, Les "Kephalaia gnostica”, 
p. 109. 

33 See FRANKENBERG, Euagrius Ponticus, p. 617. The second part of the Syriac text of 
this treatise, which was unknown to Frankenberg, has been published in G. VITESTAM, 
Seconde partie du traité, qui passe sous le nom de "La grande lettre d'Evagre le Pontique à 
Mélanie l'Ancienne". Publiée et traduite d'apres le manuscrit du British Museum Add. 
17192. (Scripta minora Regiae Societatis Humaniorum Litterarum Lundensis 1963- 
1964:3.) Lund 1964. 

34 VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 64 with ref. 

35 De hom. opif 16; PG 44, 185 B and 23; 204 D; cf. Убікев, Op. cit., p. 64, n. 4. 
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ated (“male and female he created them" of Gen. 1: 27 is understood as 
an addition). The “second” creation, on the other hand, divides humani- 
ty into man and woman, though this does not change the pre-sexual 
character of the divine image in this “second” man, for the sexual 
distinction in the creation of Adam is made by God in view of the 
coming fall.??6 | 

In Gregory of Nyssa at least, we find no idea of a fall between the first 
and the second creation. The "'first creation" is furthermore seen as a 
prefiguration of a future, blessed humanity. The decisive fall takes place 
after the second creation, though the latter is carried out with a view to 
the fall. In this way Gregory is able to combine a description of an 
original state related to the creation of the first empirical man— who is, 
however, himself only a representative of all the coming generations of 
men—with an anticipation of the blessed state to come, as it is realized 
through Christ. Thus in the beginning life was simple, according to 
Gregory, and matter—for there was, and will be matter— was light and 
transparent, and man possessed a spiritual body, was incorruptible, 
transcendent, immortal, and showed detachment, purity and absence of 
sexuality." As this is at the same time a description of a state to come, 
one is tempted to draw the conclusion that Gregory, too, thinks of human 
spiritual development only in terms of a return. But if we bear in mind 
that the "first creation" is, to a greater or lesser degree, simply ап 
anticipation, we shall see that man in Adam, empirical man, from one 
point of view, will never return to an original state which was his, since 
he has never experienced the ideal human life of the first creation. This 
seems to be the reason, why Adam is always regarded as similar to all 
other men.?? 

Whatever conclusion one may reach in relation to the question, 
whether Gregory of Nyssa really taught a double creation, one must agree 
that in him this concept has at least been modified to such an extent, that 
the idea of a spiritual development, which goes beyond anything which 
man has already experienced, 1s no longer excluded. This is, moreover, of 
importance to us, since it is at this very point, that Maximus, too, seems 
to have made a personal contribution. 

36 Cf. BURGHARDT, The Image of God in Man, p. 139, and VOLKER, op. cit., p. 64 with 
ref. It should be noticed that Gregory builds his idea exclusively on Gen. 1: 26 and 27, and 
not on Gen. 2: 7; cf. С. B. LADNER, The Philosophical Anthropology of Saint Gregory of 
Nyssa, DOP 12 (1958), p. 83. 

3? Cf. GaitH, La conception de la liberté, p. 52 ff. 

. 338 To Gregory he is simply the first man to have sinned. On this problem, cf. the 


discussion in GaiTH, op. cit., pp. 111—117, esp. p. 115 f., who has pointed out the originality 
of Gregory at this point. 
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The *garments of skin" 


But before we compare Maximus with his predecessors, we should add a 
few remarks concerning another idea, which has been closely related to 
that of the double creation: the bodily interpretation of the "garments of 
skin" of Gen. 3: 21. From the texts of Origen, which are at our disposal, it 
is difficult to be sure that he identified these garments with bodies as 
such — though he stresses that they were taken from the animals, were fit 
for sinners and indicated the mortality and fragility of fallen man,*” and 
argues that this interpretation is better than that of Plato: that the souls 
have lost their wings and fallen down?" —but a great number of his later 
opponents testify unanimously, that he made this identification. We find 
polemics against it in Methodius, Epiphanius and other anti-Origenist 
documents. It is, thus, quite clear that this interpretation was regarded 
as linked both with the doctrine of the pre-existence of souls and the 
prehistoric fall, and also with that of man's loss of the divine image after 
the fall.?* 

Evagrius—the main representative of later Origenism—however, 
does not provide any text, where the same identification is expressly 
stated, though he does know a blessed state of nakedness for the mind.” 
Macarius, on the other hand, follows Origen closely in interpreting the 
“garments” as the body as such.?^ 

An allegorical interpretation of the “garments of skin" along the line 
of Origen—though in a modified form, prepared by Methodius*”—is, 
however, to be found in Gregory of Nyssa, to whom this speculation 
became rather central. The garments are to him, of course, not the bodies 
as such—since he rejects the pre-existence of souls—but a certain 
quality of our bodily nature resulting from the fall, a bodily tempera- 
ment, different from that of the ideal man of the first creation.* Gregory 

С 39 See Origen, In Lev. hom. 6, 2; GCS Orig. 6, p. 362, 14 ff. As J. QUASTEN, A 
Pythagorean Idea in Jerome, AJPh 63 (1942), pp. 207-215, has shown—in relation to 
Jerome—this interpretation contains a reference to the Pythagorean idea, tbat wool is a 
symbol of death, since it comes from an animal destined to die, a principle open to different 
degrees of spiritualisation; cf. BURGHARDT, Cyril of Alexandria on “Wool and Linen", 
Traditio 2 (1944), p. 486. 

з0 Contra Cels. 4. 40; GCS Orig. 1, p. 313 Ё, 25 ff. 

31 See Methodius, De resurr. 1, 29; GCS, p. 258; and indirectly in a long quotation in 
Epiphanius’ Panarion, particularly 64, 47; GCS Epiph. 2, p. 472 f.; and further Epiphanius, 
ibid. 64, 4, 9; p. 412, 12-15 and Ancoratus 62; GCS Epiph. 1, p. 74 f. For other documents 
see GUILLAUMONT, Les "Kephalaia gnostica”, pp. 89 (Epiphanius) and 90 (Jerome). 

342 See GUILLAUMONT, op. cit., p. 109, n. 131. 

33 See our discussion of the concept of mind, pp. 107-113 above. 

34 See Macarius Magnus, Hom. in Gen.; PG 10, 1400 С-1404 С. 


*5 See De resurr. 1, 38-39; GCS, p. 281 ff. 
36 Cf. LADNER, art. cit., p. 88 f. 
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agrees with Origen about the basic assumption, that “skin” symbolizes 
what man has in common with the animals, and the garments are thus 
that which was added to man as a result of his lustful sense experience of 
the world around him. They include all that is implied in animal 
nature— Gregory himself mentions sexual intercourse as the means of 
procreation and all the bodily characteristics of different ages in man's 
life. The fall led through pleasure to shame and fear, and in the end to 
the covering of man with these garments, which Gregory calls dead and 
which are a sign of man's present mortality. Sexuality is the most 
prominent sign of their existence to Gregory, who, for personal reasons, 
took an exceptionally negative attitude to marriage. But he presupposes a 
refined bodily character before the fall —garments of light? — renewed 
in Christ,” and a possible fulfilment of the destiny of mankind above 
sexual differentiation in accordance with this superior bodily nature.?! 

We find, however, a still more modified form of the same speculation 
in Gregory Nazianzen, which shows that the allegorical interpretation of 
the "garments of skin" along lines similar to those of Origen 1s not 
necessarily linked with Gregory of Nyssa's particular negativism in 
relation to sexual life. Gregory Nazianzen thus simply states that the 
specific resistence and slowness of human flesh, as we all know it, may be 
a consequence of the fall, symbolized by the “garments of skin”, but that 
our present bodies are, in spite of this fact, not very different from that 
which man had before Ше fall.* 


Maximus and the concept of a double creation 


What now is Maximus' relationship to this tradition of Genesis exegesis? 
Sherwood 1s of the opinion that Maximus easily accepted "Gregory of 
Nyssa's doctrine of a double creation . . . which argues back from the 
state of man in heaven (Matt. 22: 30) to the state in paradise."?5? We have, 
however, already seen reason to doubt, whether Gregory holds a doctrine 
of a double creation in the real sense of the word, since the primitive state 


47 See De anim. et resurr.; PG 46, 148 С-149 А; cf. DANIELOU, Platonisme et théologie 
mystique, p. 55 f. 

38 Пе virg. 12; JAEGER 8, 1, p. 302. 

39 Corresponding to the old idea of garments of linen; cf. QUASTEN, art. cit., p. 212. 

30 The relationship between this idea and the baptismal rites has been elaborated by 
DANIÉLOU, op. cit., pp. 25-31. 

31 Cf. DANIÉLOU, ор. cit., p. 56 f. 

32 See J. PLAGNIEUX, Saint Grégoire de Nazianze Théologien, Paris 1951, p. 426 f. Cyril 
of Alexandria regarded garments of wool as a symbol of death, but does not seem to have 
made explicit references to the “garments of skin” of Gen. 3: 21; see BURGHARDT, art. cit., 
p. 484. 

33 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 91, n. 40. 
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of man to which he “argues back" perhaps represents a divine intention 
more than an established reality. And we have further seen, that 
Gregory Nazianzen—whose influence on Maximus is at least more 
explicit than that of Gregory of Nyssa—represents an element of the 
same tradition, but in a still more modified form. An easy acceptance of a 
double creation idea need, therefore, not at all be presupposed. 

There is, in fact, one text, Thal 1, where Maximus comes at least very 
close to a doctrine of a double creation in the modified form we have 
found in Gregory of Nyssa, and where he also refers explicitly to Gregory 
as his teacher at this particular point. The question is whether the Stoic 
cardinal passions—desire (ёт:бишіо), lust (борт), fear (poBos) and grief 
(Холт) —аге evil in themselves or only through misuse. Maximus 
answers by referring to the idea that the passions were not created 
together with the rest of man, but introduced into the irrational part of 
his soul after the fall. In spite of this, they can, however, be good, if they 
are used in obedience to Christ, and this can be exemplified in relation to 
all the four passions mentioned.**> We see that Maximus’ interest is here 
very similar to that of Gregory. But in this text there is no reference at all 
to man's bodily character, nor is the word creation used in relation to the 
introduction of the passions into the life of man. One is, in fact, left free 
to guess for oneself, how these secondary conditions were brought about. 

At this last point Thal 61, however, gives more information. For there 
we learn that sensible lust and pain were not created together with human 
nature. But there was in man a capacity for another lust (борт), 
according to the vovs, a spiritual kind of pleasure. And we are informed 
that this very capacity was misused by man and directed towards the 
sensible world. It was, thus, itself turned into unnatural lust. God, then, 
in his providence inserted into man pain (06071) as a necessary conse- 
quence and counterpart to sensible lust —in accordance with which the 
law of death was also rooted in man.?$ We see, therefore, that there is in 
Maximus’ mind no idea of a real second creation, but rather of 
providentially introduced consequences of man's misuse of his capacity 
for true pleasure. 

We learn further, here indirectly and in other texts, that after the fall, 
as another consequence, a law of procreation through conception and 
birth (yévvmaus), is providentially introduced into man's life by God." 


34 See above, р. 148. 

555 Thal 1; CCSG 7, p. 47 f. For a rendering of part of this text, see BLOWERS, op. cit., 
p. 89, n. 172. 

56 CCSG 22, p. 85. 

37 See e.g. Amb 42; PG 91, 1317 A. 
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This is a secondary law of human nature—implying "conception 
through sowing and birth through destruction" (i.e. destruction of 
virginity)^*— which is, however, later broken through Christ's coming 
into existence (his birth from a virgin), renewing the “first and truly 
divine" laws of human life.**? Maximus also says explicitly that he takes it 
for granted that in the beginning there was another way of procreation 
available to man, had he not disobeyed God's commandment,? 

It is, however, very difficult to say, whether these statements imply 
that Maximus regarded this secondary introduction of laws and conse- 
quences as a "second creation" even in the sense we have discussed in 
relation to Gregory of Nyssa. First of all, because of what he says in the 
text we have just cited; if another way of procreation other than that 
through lust was available to man, then the latter must have been 
potentially present, for neither of them was manifested until after 
Adam's decisive choice; secondly, because there seems to be a difference 
between Gregory's and Maximus' positions. What Maximus has learned 
from Gregory is, according to his own words, that something was 
introduced by God into man's nature after the fall, but, obviously, not 
that there was in the first place a divine conception of ideal man as 
mankind, and afterwards a creation of Adam as the first of all men. But if 
there is a real doctrine of double creation in Gregory, it must primarily 
be referred to this type of dualism. For the introduction of certain bodily 
elements into man's life after the fall—to which Maximus refers—is 
according to Gregory provisionally prepared for, when Adam is created. 
Adam is, as we have seen, not different from other men. In Maximus, on 
the contrary, the first man and Adam seem to be identical. We are thus 
almost forced to conclude, that where Gregory has a doctrine, which does 
resemble an idea of a double creation, Maximus probably does not follow 
him, and in those places where he follows him, be hardly professes the 
double creation at all. There is, then, no need for us to talk about an idea 
of double creation in Maximus. 


Maximus and the “garments of skin" 


Before we close this section with this negative conclusion we should, 
however, add a few words about Maximus and the interpretation of the 
*garments of skin". There is, it seems, only one text, Amb 45, where 
Maximus shows, indirectly, that he is aware of the Origenist and 


: 338 Thid.; 1341 C. 


39 See Amb 31; 1276 B-C and 41; 1313 CD. 
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Gregorian interpretation. But it is rather characteristic, that his treat- 
ment of the problem there is made in relation, not to Gregory of Nyssa, 
but to a particular expression of Gregory Nazianzen, on whom he is 
commenting.**! We have already presented its content: Adam was naked, 
not in the sense that he was without flesh or body—obviously a polemic 
against the Origenist interpretation —but in the sense that he was free 
from that which makes the flesh heavier, mortal and resistent. He was 
also free from worldly needs of different kinds. This last statement comes 
in fact very close to Gregory of Nyssa's understanding of the difference 
between the first man and sinful man, but it seems surprising, exactly for 
this reason, that Maximus does neither refer to Gregory's interpretation 
of the garments of skin nor to a double creation. On the contrary, he 
takes Adam's nakedness rather literally, in that he says that he needed no 
clothes, because he felt neither cold nor shame. Maximus seems, thus, to 
agree with Gregory that changes in man's bodily temperament took place 
after the fall—as well as agreeing with him about the non-sexual state of 
man in the beginning—but he does not refer this agreement to a 
common interpretation of the “garments of skin.” At this point he bases 
himself on Gregory Nazianzen with his far more modified position. 

It is difficult not to see in this attitude a certain cautiousness over 
against anything that could be suspected of Origenist heresies, even when 
he could rely upon the authority of Gregory of Nyssa. It is also difficult 
not to see in this cautiousness a rather high evaluation of man's bodily 
make-up, which would have been in harmony with his whole conviction 
about man as a composite nature. 


2. Айат fall and its causes 


Maximus' general opinions about the character of man's fall and its 
consequences do not distinguish him from other ancient Christian 
Fathers. It may, therefore, be sufficient here to give a short summary of 
what Maximus has to say at this point. There are, however, a few details 
in his presentation, which seem to be more personal or original, and in 
relation to them we shall try to mark out his relationship to earlier 
writers. 


Man's fault and the Devil's seduction 


Maximus shares, of course, a general Christian conviction, that God did 
not cause man to fall. The original sin is the fault of man, but it is also 


361 Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 45, 8; PG 36, 632 С. 
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due to the persuasive attacks of the Devil. Maximus refers explicitly both 
to man's misuse of his natural freedom and to the Devil's seduction, and 
sees no contradiction in this combination. In one and the same text (Thal 
61) he speaks exclusively about man’s fault in one расе, and about 
the seduction of the Devil as active cause of evil in апоіћег;26 and in 
a short reference to the fall, he may either, as at the end of Amb 38, 
stress that the Devil wounded man through the thorn of pleasure 
and thus brought him to destruction, or, in a similar passage, such 
as the summary given in Amb 8, not mention the Devil at all.3 In 
either case an important element of human freedom is left: the Devil 
tries to persuade, or again man is tempted by his middle position in 
the world, but it is man who decides. Freedom belongs to human 
nature, is part of man's image character, but be uses it to his own 
destruction. 

This view is, in its turn, connected with Maximus' understanding of 
evil. Evil is conceived in entirely negative terms. To Maximus, as to 
Ps.-Denis, evil has no substantial existence. In the Prologue to Quest. 
ad Thal. Maximus defines evil either as ignorance of the Cause of things, 
or as failure to direct one's natural energies towards man's true End.?* 
And it is nothing more than that, Maximus adds, before he goes on to a 
formally positive definition: an irrational movement of the natural 
faculties towards something else than this end.* Thus, the decisive point 
in evil 15 this failure, this non-fulfilment of natural human capacities, in 
which man turns away from God, and the whole story of the fall of Adam 
may be described accordingly. 

Consequently, Maximus tells us that the Devil, who had fallen 
because of pride and was jealous of man, wanting him to share his а, 
covered his jealousy with benevolence and persuaded man to direct his 
desire towards other things than the Cause of all, and thus effected in him 
ignorance of this Cause." The Devil thus seduced man through a 
stratagem, pretending to be benevolent and appealing to man's self-love 
(ptAautia).*" But, оп the other hand, the fall was also for this reason 


32 CCSG 22, p. 85. 

39 hid, p. 95. 

34 PG 91, 1301 A. 

35 PG 91, 1104 AB. 

%6 See the Scholies to Ps.-Denis; PG 4, 304 D; cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 143. 
37 CCSG 7, p. 35 and p. 29, respectively. 

38 CCSG 7, p. 29 ff. 

39 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 95. 

70 Thal, Prol., CCSG 7, p. 29 ff. 

31 Ep 2; PG 91, 396 D. 
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entirely man's fault, for he let himself be persuaded by the plea- 
sure (ovh) which the Devil suggested?" and thus he freely turned 
his natural capacity for spiritual pleasure (дог) towards the 
sensible world, preferring its pleasures to God. This perversion of true 
enjoyment was made effective in relation to the sensible world.?^? 
Man became not only ignorant but acquired a certain likeness to 
the animals,"^ and he used his intellectual capacities for seeking 
more pleasure, his self-love (фЛатта) always aiming at sensual lust 
(horn). 

Sensual pleasure, however, always involves its negative counterpart, 
pain (òôúvn),” a provision through which God has introduced a punitive 
and purgative counter-force into fallen man's life." This now causes 
man— further inspired by the Devil —to find out methods, by which to 
seek for pleasure and escape from pain, and these methods are the new 
object of man’s intellectual activity.*” He tries to separate lust and pain, 
but is always bound to cause pain by seeking lust, and to try to escape 
from pain by seeking more pleasure,?? and this is all in accordance with 
the Devil's intention—who has now gained power over man through his 
bodily temptations,**°—for nothing pleases him more, says Maximus, 
than to see man punished and plagued.?*! Man is no longer free, since he 
has made his fatal decision and turned his attention to the pleasures of 
the sensible world. 

In the picture which we have now given, there are two elements which 
are of particular interest, since they seem to be personal characteristics of 
Maximus. One of them is the insistence on self-love (quAavrta) as the 
root of evil in man. This aspect, however, will be treated at length in 
connection with our study of Maximus' hierarchy of the vices. The other 
element is Maximus' combination of pleasure with pain, in order to form 
a pair—open to a play upon words— which summarizes, as it were in 
one formula, the mechanisms of the fallen state of man. Here a few 
remarks should be added. 


32 Loc. cit. 

33 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. 

34 Cf. Thal 1; CCSG 7, p. 47. 

35 Thal, Prol., CCSG 7, p. 31. 

76 Thid; p. 31. 

37 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. 

35 Ep 2; PG 91, 396 D-397 A; cf. Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, p. 31 ff. 
39 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 89. 

зю Thal 49; CCSG 7, p. 361. 

зи Thal 26; CCSG 7, р. 173 ff. 
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The dialectic of pleasure and pain 


Maximus' opinion on pleasure and pain, seen in a general perspective 
obviously has a background in Stoic thinking, for which Тдотп, together 
with its counterpart grief (Adan), belonged to the four basic passions of 
man and was entirely foreign to геазоп. 2 Maximus speaks, however 

t ee . i . . = 2 е 
also of бот? In a positive sense, since man 15 said to have a natural 
capacity for spiritual pleasure.?? As we have underlined in our discussion 
of the problem of double creation, it is this capacity which is perverted, 
when man turns towards the sensible world. Maximus also uses the same 
word in a positive sense about the pleasure of the soul in relation 
to its virtues," and thinks that even the sense of pleasure which is 
added to man after the fall may become valuable under obedience to 
Christ.?* 

Gregory of Nyssa, for whom the term ўбор plays a parallel rôle in 
describing the nature of the fall 5$ and who regards it as one of the 
properties of the “garments of skin", seems to be more hesitant than 
Maximus at this point. For Gregory says explicitly, that he usually 
restricts the term 7dovn to bodily pleasure and avoids it in spiritual 
contexts.’ This is, however, not to say that he excludes any positive use 
of passion in the service of Christian asceticism.?? Here anyhow, is а 
characteristic difference between Gregory and Maximus, who appears as 
less ‘Stoic’ in this respect. Maximus seems to come closer to Nemesius, 
who attributes a positive function to fj6ov1) taken in the true sense of the 
word.?9? 

It is, however, the dialectic between pleasure and pain, which is of a 
special interest in this context, for it seems to be more energetically put 
forward by Maximus than by his predecessors. His play with the words 
Пботт---0д0уп is particularly original, but he shares with e.g. Gregory of 

?? See e.g. Diog. Laért. in VON ARNM, Stoic. vet. fragm. I, p. 51, no. 210; UEBERWEG— 
PRAECHTER, Op. cit., p. 429. 

па Thal 61; ССС 22, p. 85. The Cyrenaic school regarded пдогп as one of the basic 
desires of human nature, but the Stoics rejected this assumption (VON ARNIM, op. cit. 3, p. 
54, no. 229 a). Cf. STAHLIN, art. борӣ, qu пботов, in С. KITTEL, Theologisches Wörterbuch 
zum Neuen Testament 2, 1933-35, p. 916. 

34 Thal 58; CCSG 22, p. 37. 
| 33 Thal 1; CCSG 7, р. 47 ff. Нлознввв, Philautie, р. 60 f., has underlined the 
importance of this positive aspect. 

36 De virg. 12; JAEGER 8, 1, p. 302. 

387 De mortuis; PG 46, 524 D. 

P m In Psalm. 1, 2; PG 44, 437 A; cf. DaniéLou, Platonisme et théologie mystique, 
p. А 


33 Cf. VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 118, п. 9. 
?9 See Nemesius, De nat. hom. 18; PG 40, 680 C. 
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Nyssa the tendency to put Hov) at the very root of sin.?! Yet, the 
background of the dialectic seems clear. In general Maximus may refer to 
a long philosophical and Christian tradition. 

In Greek philosophy #5ov7 is usually regarded as a counterpart to, or 
in interplay with, an opposite negative feeling. The latter may either be 
toil (zóvos), as in Anaxagoras" or in the Cyrenaic school,” or grief 
(Лот) as in Aristotle," or among the Stoics, who divide the four basic 
passions into two couples, each consisting of one positive and one 
negative feeling: #50vy7—Av7n and гпдушго--- qófos,* or in Porphyry, 
who regards 4ó6ovij and Avan as two passions, growing out of sense 
perception (ойобтотв).> 

In Philo and among Christian writers this tradition may be further 
followed. Philo follows the Stoics in his considerations of the basic 
passions and upholds a dialectic between pleasure and grief." Clement 
of Alexandria sees e.g. #S0v7 in close connection with sensual desire 
(етдуша) and combines this connection with the affirmation, that 
2душа is а kind of grief (Avan), which lacks something and thus longs 
for it.?* Evagrius knows of a dialectic between Ядотп and Amn,” and 
the same dialectic is found later in the Evagrian tradition, in Nilus, but 
is also an important element in Nemesius of Emesa's understanding of 
human passions. Finally, Nemesius' later excerptist, Meletius the Monk, 
defines Ата as Ше state of a soul, deprived of pleasures (Лдомош),“" 
while earlier Gregory of Nyssa affirms that every Яботп is combined with 
toil (бро), thus returning to the older alternative expression.” 

It seems clear that Maximus wants to elaborate the older Christian 
understanding, which was developed on a mostly Stoic basis, of pleasure 


31 This position of nov is developed in Alexandrian thinking to an extent, which is 
unknown in Stoic tradition; cf. VOLKER, op. cit., p. 88. Combining it intimately with 
self-love (which is to him the source of all vices), Maximus sees it as a force, which has—in 
its interplay with o6¢vn—brought upon man all the slime of evils (Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, 
р. 37 ff.). 

32 See DELS, Doxogr., p. 398, no. 16 ff. 

33 Cf, STAHLIN, art. cit., p. 914 f. 

34 De anim. 3, 7; 431 a, 9 @.; Eth. Nicom. 2, 4, 1105 b, 23. 

35 UEBERWEG—PRAECHTER, Ор. cit., I, p. 429. 

36 De abst. 1, 33. 

37 See e.g Quod Deus sit immutabilis, 98; Сонм & WENDLAND 2, p. 77, and Quod det. 
pot. insid. soleat, 46; Сонм & WENDLAND, I, p. 268 f. 

38 Strom. 3, 5; GCS Clem. 2, p. 215, 7. 

39 See Pract. 1. 10; PG 40, 1224 C; cf. the fragments of Par. Gr. 913 (no. 21) and 3098 
(no. 5), Mus 44 (1931), pp. 376 and 381. 

49 De monach. praest. 11; PG 79, 1073 B. For Nemesius, see e.g. De nat. hom., 16; PG 
40, 673 А. 

4! De nat. hom.; PG 64, 1136 В. 

402 Jn Christi resurr., or. 1; PG 46, 604 А. 
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as at Ше root of evil and as always combined with its negative count 
part. But he does it by use of a dialectic, in which this counte Я ie 
usually not called toil or grief but pain (660v). That his cds j T 
put pain 1n the place of grief in the Stoic system seems to be manifi A d 
by the fact that he also combines a ‘positive’ couple of pas = 
nodovn—énvovuia with a negative one, дд0уп---фовоз, where 580 m Е 
taken the place of Aóm."? In the same writing he shows at ee m 
time, that he is well acquainted with the four basic passions of the Stoic 
system."" But on the other hand, he establishes even a certain parallelis s 
between the couple pleasure—pain and the division of the soul i 3 
concupiscible and irascible (éri&vpiio — 0vjós)'5 which are ier Rel ў 
аа " тап. thus pointing out—in a more Christian than Stoic 
2 2 а ie bas after the fall both pleasure and pain have become 
He is thus free to depict—in a personal way—all the grave conse- 
quences of the fall, pertaining to all men, as results of the function of thi 
basic dialectic of pleasure and pain. е 


3. Consequences of the fall 


АП Ше disastrous consequences of man's fall may thus, according to 
Maximus, be seen as resulting from the dialectic between pleasure M 
pain in which man has been caught through his preference of sense 
pleasure to spiritual pleasure, the only pleasure which is truly satisfying 


for him as a rational bein i UEM 
g. Maximus develops this 1 inki 
great consistency. p ine of thinking with 


Laws of pleasure and destruction 


The most basic consequence is the fact that the physic 

life 15 changed and marked by pleasure and As Ка Гаел чела 
Пуе eternally, but through his choice of temporal, sensible pleasure he 
called upon himself —according to God's good counsel—a pain, which 
introduced into his life a law of death, which— seen from the aspect of 


43 Thal, Pro]; CCSG 7 с 
2 ОА, , р. 39. Occasionally Ше couple 58orf— 06i 
found also in Еуарпиз (see Tract. ad Eul. monach. 11; P Gs 9 We to be 
wao ae made it a fixed element in his system. i i T 
al 1; CCSG 7, p. 47 ff. Maximus himself explicit] Е 
: дей: A uses th h—Ài 
ea a поза and доти in Thal 38, CCS. 22, pp 
—-37.— On this dialectic in Thal, see ScHó isi СЕ е 
SCHÓNBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 273-284, Mb a 


45 DALMAIS, Un traité Es 
this paralisa. raité de théologie contemplative, RAM 29 (1953), p. 135, has noticed 
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the divine purpose—is there to put an end to his destructive escape from 
his natural goal. Death is thus the culmination of pain. On the other 
hand, man is still created to live, and mankind gains its life, after the fall, 
by means of that very lust, sexual intercourse, which is an excellent 
example of sense pleasure, and which also leads to a birth through pain. 
The law of death, putting an end to individual life, has its counterpart in 
a law of pleasure, regulating new physical іе.“ These laws constitute the 
collective imprisonment of fallen man, from which he cannot escape, 9? 
except through Christ, who took upon himself freely to be born as man 
without lust“ and die as a sinner without necessity." Adam's coming 
into existence ('yéveouws) has been transformed by his fall into a law of 
conception and birth (yévynows)—another play upon words—but 
through Christ's birth (yévvgots) without pleasure this law of lust was 
broken and the law of death was, through his voluntary death without 
sin, transformed from a judgment of death because of sin, into judgment 
upon sin.*! Christ alone could break what Maximus calls the tyrannical 
rule of beginning and end, characteristic of human nature after Ше fall.*!” 

There are, however, also other and more individualized consequences 
of the fall, equally related to the dialectic of pleasure and pain. Hausherr 
has justly entitled a central section of his work on self-love in Maximus 
“La philautie en quête de рази... et manquant le bonheur."^? For 
having turned his attention to the sensible world of corruptible things 
man will always experience that they cannot satisfy his desire, and by 
trying to make them steadfast and lasting, he will simply increase their 
corruptibility.*^ And yet, he cannot escape from seeking his satisfaction 
there. His nature has been turned towards passion, corruptibility and 
death. This is his judgment, his curse.*? 

Maximus elaborates the sense of Adam's curse through an allegorical 
interpretation of Gen. 3: 17-19. The cursed ground is Adam's flesh, 
which through the works of Adam, i.e. the passions and vices of his 
earth-bound mind, always remains cursed with infertility in relation to 
virtues, i.e. the works of God. And he will eat of this soil in great pain 


«6 Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. 
47 Loc. cit. 

«в [bid.: CCSG 22, p. 87. 

#9 Thid.; CCSG 22, p. 91. 

40 Tbid.: CCSG 22, p. 91 ff. 
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413 HAUSHERR, Philautie, р. 60 f. 

44 Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, p. 39. 

45 Thal 42; CCSG 7, p. 287. 


Oe 
стег —— 


The Fall of Man and Its Consequences 161 


(000v) and grief (Лотт), enjoying just that s 

| gn ), mall amount of pleasure 
( hõovh), which it has to give.^^ This flesh brings forth to him ы апа 
anxieties as thorns and thistles; he has to eat his bread in the sweat of his 
сак oe toil and labour of the inquisitive act of sense perception 
and to find his temporal sustenance through self-i 
ae р f-invented means and 


Three fundamental evils 


Maximus can also say, that fallen man suffers from three fundamental 
evils, from which spring the whole company of vices and passions: 
ignorance, self-love and tyranny, which depend on one another and 
sustain one another."'* Ignorance (дугого) is lack of knowledge of God as 
the good Cause of all things, and implies entire absence of divine 
perception and of the healthy movement which is connected with the 
virtues. It means that there is no understanding of what is truly good and 
no reasonable motion according to the divine purpose.*? This ignorance 
causes man to go on searching for satisfaction in the corruptible world of 
the senses. And this strengthens man's self-love (gtAavria), which is the 
root of all the vices, which though they can be enumerated in different 
ways always first of all include passions of bodily lust and expressions of 
human pride.*? Through the senses man continually receives sensations 
impulses and suggestions, to which he is moved in diverse directions as 
his will is inspired. And there arises in the individual, as well as in 
humanity asa whole, a number of competing opinions and imaginations 
which divide the one human nature and cut it asunder.?! It is divided 
into thousands of pieces.*” This is the expression of the third principal 
evil: tyranny (rupavvis), which implies both a tyranny of the passions in 
the individual soul (this is the classical use of the word in relation to 
human vices) but also—through a division of mankind—tyranny 
against other human beings, sharing the same nature. When love for 
um was in the beginning open to man—was transformed by 
is Aue self-love, it also immediately excluded love for the 
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Maximus thus develops the consequences of fallen man's dependence 
upon the dialectic of pleasure and pain in a personal way, though he is in 
general agreement with the ascetic Christian tradition before him. We 
shall follow aspects of this dependence in the next chapters; here it may 
be sufficient just to state the fact. There is, however, one more point of 
particular interest in Maximus’ view of the original state and fall of man, 
which ought to be treated before this chapter is closed — his interpreta- 
tion of the trees of Paradise— because it helps to distinguish his personal 


position. 


4. The trees of Paradise 


Maximus says in one place that in relation to the interpretation of the 
two principal trees of Paradise, the doctors of the Church, though 
capable of dwelling at length on this element of Scripture, have found it 
wise to honour most of this mystery in silence."* This statement contains 
а remarkable historical truth. There are, in fact, comparatively few 
interpretations of the trees of Paradise to be found in the writings of the 
Fathers of the Church. This is rather surprising, since speculation upon 
this theme ought to have been central. A certain hesitation before the 
mysteries of the economy of salvation seems to have exerted a restricting 


influence. 


Earlier Christian interpretations 


Before we go to Maximus himself, we ought, bowever, to mention a few 
instances, where an interpretation is given. First of all there is an early 
typological interpretation of the tree of life as prefiguring Christ, e.g. in 
Ambrose,” or the Cross of Christ, e.g. in Irenaeus, ?6 but there is also an 
antithetic parallelism between the tree of disobedience, which was the 
beginning of sin, and the tree of the Cross, which put an end to sin, in 
Cyril of Jerusalem." 

Within the field of allegorical interpretation a foundation had been 
laid already by Philo, for whom Paradise symbolizes virtue in general. 
The trees of Paradise are, thus, interpreted by him as different virtues, 
and the tree of life as the principal virtue, goodness."* Of specific 


44 Thal 43; CCSG 7, р. 293. 
45 Cf. DANIÉLOU, Sacramentum futuri, p. 16. 
46 Cf. ibid., p. 34. 


#1 Cf. ibid., p. 31. 
*? See e.g. Leg. alleg. 1, 59; Сонм & WENDLAND, I, p. 75 f. and De migr. Abr. 37, Сонм 


& WENDLAND, 2, p. 275. Cf. DANIELOU, op. cit., р. 47, with other references. 


The Fall of Man and Its Consequences 163 


interest, however, Is Philo's interpretation of the tree of knowledee: h 
Says of this, that one cannot quite gather from the text mu. it is 
inside or outside Paradise, but concludes, that in its essence it 181 sid 
but in relation to its power it is outside. It is in fact Closely linked dn 
authoritative part of the soul, то fyyeuovwkóv (in the Stoic sense), and iis 
does not function within Paradise іп man at present.^? пат 
| Philo's influence is, however, hardly noticeable in Clement of Ale 
dria. (It comes back most clearly as late as in Gregory of N iur 
interpreting the tree of knowledge Clement refers to the fact a Я 
Scripture itself denotes sexual intercourse as a kind of *knowine" This 
is, he concludes, the secondary knowledge, which the tree of e и 
represents. The tree of life represents another kind of knowledge, i.e of 
the truth itself. But Clement also gives a Christological jupe 
of the tree of life. Thus he interprets Paradise as the created world in 
which the Logos has grown up (as the tree of life) and has borne fruit in 
becoming man, and on his cross the life of men is fixed.^! 
| Опреп, who points out that the trees of Paradise should not be 
interpreted literally," follows quite another line.*? He goes back to the 
earlier understanding, which we found in Irenaeus, of the tree of life as 
referring to the Cross, but combines it with reference to the double 
character of the tree of the Cross, on which not only the Good (Christ 
but also the Evil (the powers of this world) have been fixed according * 
Paul (see Col. 2: 14-15). This interpretation thus logically leads to an 
identification of the tree of life and the tree of knowledge of good and 
evil, which In its turn serves as an argument among others in favour of 
Origen's idea of general restoration, or apokatastasis.*** 
This last interpretation seems to have been of importance for Gregor 
of Nyssa, who elaborated and refined it. In Gregory we also reco mi 
Philo's interpretation of Paradise as a place of virtues,“ EU his 
interpretation of the two trees as virtually one is his most important 
contribution in this context. The argumentation is rather complex and is 
elaborated in relation to the Song of Songs 5: 5, the myrrh being 
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understood as a symbol of death, and it leads Gregory to show how the 
soul may rise from death through death.95 In Paradise, he says, God's 
commandment was the law of life, announcing that man should not 
die," and the tree of life stood in the middle of Paradise. But also the 
death-promoting tree is said to have been in the middle, though there 
could be no room for both trees in the very middle.** Gregory argues 
further, that one and the same circle cannot have two centres.*? Thus, the 
middle of God's plantation is life, and death has no root and no place of 
its own to grow.“ This is to say, that death has no substance of its own, it 
is just absence of life. When the tree of knowledge is said to be of good 
and evil, it does not interfere with this interpretation, for what is called 
good is that which appears as good from the point of view of lust (дорӣ), 
and what is called evil is that which gives the opposite feeling. The name 
which the death-giving fruits of this tree are correctly given is 51.“ Life 
is gained through participation in life, and death through the removal of 
life. But since one who is dead to virtue, lives in evil, also one who is dead 
in evil, comes to life for virtue. This is the way in which the Maiden 
opens to her friend, the Logos, her hands dropping with myrrh. 


Maximus? interpretation 

We have dwelt in detail upon this interpretation of Gregory, because 
there are indications which show, that it must have been present to the 
mind of Maximus in relation to his own interpretation. We may leave the 
question of Gregory's acceptance of Origen's conclusions regarding 
apokatastasis, which has been the dominant interest in von Balthasar's 
and Sherwood's discussion of Origen's and Gregory's influence upon 
Maximus at this point, until a later moment,“ but we cannot avoid a 
comparison between Gregory and Maximus in relation to their under- 
standing of the trees of Paradise as such. 

For what is interesting to us in this respect, seems to be the primary 
point of contact between their interpretations. We saw that Gregory felt 
bound to conclude that what is referred to as good concerning the tree of 
knowledge is just what seems good to sensual lust (480v1)). Now, this is 


436 In Cant. cant., hom. 12; PG 44, 1020 В. 

47 1020 C. 

438 Tbid.; 1020 D. 

439 1021 A. 

440 1021 B. 

41 1021 CD. 

42 For this discussion in relation to Maximus, see VON BALTHASAR, KL?, pp. 355-359 
and SHerwoop, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 210-214. 

43 See our short indications in ch. VI (p. 371 ff., esp. p. 372, n. 256). 
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exactly the starting-point of Maximus’ understanding. It harmonizes well 
with his own dialectic of pleasure and pain. And thus he affirms that what 
is characteristic of the tree of knowledge, is that it gives a mixed 
experience, referring to the experience of both pleasure and pain through 
sense perception." He thus agrees with Gregory in his basic assumption 
about the tree of knowledge, and he accepts as a possible dne DR 
this tree may be interpreted simply as the sensible and visible world 
which gives to fallen man this mixed experience. i 
| But unlike Gregory, he does not stop at this point, but goes on to give 
this fact a positive interpretation. In a sense, he obviously wants to accept 
good as good and evil as evil. This discernment of the senses is ее 
to him not only an illusion, as one might expect Gregory to conclude but 
also refers to a reality, which should be rightly understood. Maximus 
does not want to accept such an identification between the tree of 
EE and the visible world, as is combined with a denial of the 
ie nf ues e = tree of knowledge, and in the end a depreciation of 
And thus he goes on to say, that what he has accepted is true also from 
another point of view: since creation possesses Лӧуог of visible things 
which nourish the mind, and a natural power, which delights the senses, 
it may be called the tree of knowledge of good and evil, for contemplated 
spiritually it contains knowledge of good, but grasped according to the 
flesh, it gives knowledge of evil. The tree of knowledge opens in itself 
an alternative. Identified with the visible creation—which to Maximus is 
one way of interpreting it— it offers the good fruits of spiritual contem- 
plation of the Aoyou, and the evil fruits of mere sense perception. The 
view-point of Gregory has slowly been transformed. | 
| In the rest of the same text Maximus draws further logical conclusions 
within the field of the economy of salvation. The two trees represent two 
different Ways of human development, which are both intended for man 
God, forbidding man to eat of the tree of knowledge, postponed its use, 
1.е. contemplation of the created and visible world, and put before man 
the other alternative: knowledge of God as man's Cause through intellec- 
tual and practical reflection upon himself (i.e. probably as bearing the 
image of God), a way which would lead to detachment and unchange- 
ableness, strengthened through immortality by grace, and finally to 
deification. Only then would man as god and united with God be 


prepared to contemplate the visible world.“ But man failed, disobeyed 


“4 Thal, Prol.; SSCG 7, p. 35. 
“5 Ibid., p. 37. 
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the commandment and fell into the grip of the senses. The tree of life, 
which should safeguard man's immortality by grace, was rejected in 
favour of the tree of knowledge, which then becomes a tree giving both 
good and evil. In the end Maximus indicates that there are other, and 
deeper interpretations, but he passes them over in silence, without giving 
a hint at their content. 

In his answer to Question 43 of Thalassius, Maximus is, however, 
forced to return to the problem, and we get more details of his view. 
Thalassius has asked directly about the difference between the trees, 
referring to Prov. 3: 18, where Wisdom is said to be the tree of life, a text 
which thus implies that the latter is also a tree of discernment, and now 
Maximus cannot wholly avoid the problem. In his answer he shows again 
that Gregory's interpretation is in his mind, for here he seems to go back 
to what Gregory said about life and death: death is absence of life. There 
is, thus, a big difference between the trees, since one is the tree of life, and 
the other must be of non-life, the death-giving tree," and if one is 
wisdom, the other is not. The tree of life is, therefore, also mind, and the 
tree of knowledge the senses of the body, for mind and reason are 
characteristic of wisdom, while the contrary contains only absence of 
reason, and sensibility. This argumentation, however, does not lead 
Maximus immediately to Gregory's conclusion, that the tree of knowl- 
edge is a kind of nullity, or that there is no separate tree of knowledge. 

Maximus prefers to continue, in a characteristic way, by demonstrat- 
ing a similarity in relation to a differentiation, and a difference in relation 
to this similarity: Thalassius has put a correct question, for what is 
common to the two trees is that both are trees of discernment, of 
differentiation, but what makes them different in their discernment is the 
object of it. Thus the mind, which is related to the tree of life, discerns 
between intelligible and sensible, temporal and eternal; but the senses 
discern—and here Maximus comes back to his earlier interpretation— 
between pleasure and pain. Therefore, if man discerns only between 
pleasure and pain in a bodily sense, he breaks the divine commandment 
and eats of the tree of knowledge of good and evil, but if he discerns only 
between eternal and temporal, he keeps the commandment and eats of 
the tree of life. 

Having made these distinctions Maximus, however, also adds a 
modifying statement. The exact sense of this statement is not easy to find 
out. What Maximus says is, that harm may be done to those who read the 


“7 Thal 43; CCSG 7, p. 293. 
«в CCSG 7, p. 295. On this whole text, see further BLowers, op.cit., p. 189 f. 
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words of the Spirit unwisely, but that his correspondent knows that what 
15 simply called evil is not entirely evil, and what is simply called good 18 
not entirely good, but good only in a particular respect. Sherwood 
guesses that this warning is an indirect reference to Origen's eas 

identification of Christ and the Good, and the Devil and the Evil a 
relation to the tree of knowledge.” This is a possible solution. which 
might imply a refutation also of Origen's idea of apokatastasis but it is 
not the only one. | | 

What Maximus warns against is a too literal understanding of the 
words good and evil in relation to the tree of disobedience. This would 
in fact, imply that, when good is identified with pleasure and evil with 
pain, pleasure is regarded as entirely good and pain as entirely evil, and 
further that the tree of life had nothing whatsoever to do with them. But 
now through Christ there is introduced into the world a healthy 
pain*?— of mortification—and a demonstration of the results of vicious 
pleasure—of egoistic desire—so that both, turned into their opposite 
are linked with the economy of salvation, and thus indirectly with the 
tree of hfe. Fallen man gains eternal life through abstaining from a 
vicious pleasure and accepting a healthy pain, and though this is not the 
way God had indicated from the beginning, it is not entirely outside of 
God's plan and intention. 

Thus Maximus may very well hint at an identification between the 
trees, as von Balthasar has suggested (this would be the doctrine which he 
honours in silence),?! but this would not necessarily lead either to a 
positive evaluation of the fall or to the idea of apokatastasis in Origen's 
sense. For Maximus has already indicated that there are two ways 
equally important and valuable in themselves: the way of self-knowledge 
and participation through divine grace, and the way of contemplation of 
God's creation, postponed by God till after man's deification. Man has 
chosen the latter way and gone astray in the world of sense experience 
but the means by which he is brought back to a true relationship to God 
are not contrary to God's intentions, but simply applied to the condi- 
tions of man's freedom. 

This last interpretation may be correct or not; it remains a fact that, in 
relation to the problem of the trees of Paradise as in so many other 
respects, Maximus has succeeded in preserving a necessary distinction 
between two extremes without absolutising it, and thereby also safe- 

“9 SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 213. 

40 On Maximus’ positive evaluation of pain in relation to mortification, see also ch. 
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guarded a positive evaluation of the created world, of man in his азу 
and of human freedom. This vision of unity without violation of t пе 
individual elements, of totality in differentiation, 15, as we have seen in 
this chapter, in accordance with Maximus’ anthropology in rds in 
the same way as we saw it to be in accordance with his cosmo ogy in 
Chapter II. And this conclusion is, in its turn, a necessary presupposition 
for what we shall study in our next chapter on Maximus psychology. 





CHAPTER FOUR 


some Elements of Maximus" 
Psychology 


A. The Trichotomy of the Soul 


We have noted that man’s microcosmic position in the centre of the 
created world is regarded by Maximus as a positive starting-point for the 
fulfilment of his task of mediation. In Christ fallen man is in principle 
restored to this task, which now as in the beginning, lies ahead of him. 
Before he can undertake it however, he is first of all called to respond 
freely to the act of Christ and thus to re-establish within himself the order 
of the microcosm, which is the presupposition of his work of mediation. 
In chapters V and VI we shall pay full attention to the two themes of 
man’s call to personal re-establishment and general mediation, but 
before we come to them there are some elements of Maximus’ psycholo- 
gy, which need to be treated. 

The first of these is the fact that man is, in Maximus’ opinion, not 
only composed of body and soul but also of different and distinct ‘parts’ 
and powers or faculties of the soul, which in fallen man are contradictory 
to one another, and in the Christian are thus to be restored to their unity 
and order. Another element is related to the fact that these different 
faculties can be said to have a good as well as a bad use and function, and 
these functions have to be analysed in relation to the task set before man. 
Finally, there is the whole aspect of man’s assent to the process of 
restoration and mediation, in other words Maximus’ psychology of the 
will. 

The basic dichotomy between the intelligible and the sensible world 
which is common to most Greek thinking and is shared by the Fathers of 
the Church, is an evident presupposition for what Maximus has to say on 
the subject of man’s middle position in creation—and in relation to the 
question of human unity in its different aspects. It is man’s double 
relationship to God and the intelligible world on the one hand, and his 
bodily relationship to the world of senses on the other, which constitutes 
his microcosmic character. This fact, however, is in principle seen in a 
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positive perspective. We have already noticed, in relation to the human 
trichotomy of mind, soul and body, that there 1s a primary concern on 
the part of Maximus to avoid too sharp a distinction between the 
different parts of man and to underline the human unity as integrating 
both the mind and the body into a common whole, of which the mind is 
regarded as the spiritual subject.! 

This view-point must be borne in mind when we now come to deal 
with Maximus’ understanding of the soul and its ‘parts’; first of all, 
because there is an analogy between man as a whole and the human soul. 
The middle position which is given to man within the order of the 
created world has its counterpart in the place of the human soul within 
the order of man, regarded in the perspective of human trichotomy. The 
soul is called to mediate the spiritual call of man to the body, and this 
inherent ability of the soul is seen as being decisive for its constitution. 
And secondly, the different ‘parts’ of the soul are in their turn to be 
understood in relation to what is common to the soul as a whole, and in 
relation to the call and position of the soul within the human unity. 

Consequently, the trichotomy of the soul, with which we shall deal in 
this section, is in Maximus, with his strong stress on the unity of the 
human composite, always to be related to this unity. And furthermore, 
the same human unity is to be interpreted in the light of Maximus' 
understanding of man as microcosm and mediator, called to unite and 
reconcile through himself all that, naturally as well as unnaturally, is 
divided, and thus to bring about, through his own relationship to the 
divine world, a higher unity which by interrelating in a proper way the 
intelligible and the sensible world, will transcend the basic dichotomy of 
God's creation without violating or annihilating its natural differences. 


1. The human soul and the basic dichotomy 


Man’s position in the universe makes the basic dichotomy of creation 
particularly noticeable in relation to him. This conviction seems more or 
less to be a commonplace in the Christian anthropology of the patristic 
period. Let us therefore study first of all how this basic understanding is 
reflected in Maximus’ writings. 

Its importance is illustrated in different ways. Thus, in Thal 32 
Maximus shows that the same dichotomy is applicable to Scripture, to 
creation and to man, and that man himself as both a rational and sensible 
being is precisely in the position to discriminate between the opposites. 


! See pp. 109 and 112 above. 
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In relation to Scripture it is a dichotomy of spirit and letter, in relation t 
creation, of inner principle (Aóyos) and outward appearance and i 
relation to man himself of mind and sense? And in Thal 58 he state m 
these two elements in man, mind and sense, have an Opposite дан и 
relation to each other, because of Ше extreme difference which i m 
between their natural relationships. Thus mind (vous) is pU 
intelligible and incorporeal substances, which it apprehends by its Am 
substance, while sense (ovo6mow) is related to sensible and bodil 
natures, which it even grasps itself by nature.? Finally for Maximus Tis 
dichotomy is explicitly relevant to the human soul, which is Cyn 
ized by its middle position. Thus in Amb 10 he underlines that the sanie 
knowing that the soul puts on an earthly form, when it is unnaturall ; 
moved towards matter by means of the flesh, as a consequence, by d 
of Moa! IS s to the soul itself, when moved towards God have 
wished to m 1 it wi 
bin Сша id bs flesh acquainted with God, seeking to adorn it with 
The soul has thus, according to Maximus, a call to fulfill precisely this 
mediating function. It is intended to relate the flesh, with which it is 
connected — through its natural relationship with the body—to the 
divine purpose for man, but it may on the other hand itself be made 
dependent on and become formed by the flesh. Man possesses in his soul 
an intelligible and reasonable faculty (voepà те kot Лоукт домаш), and 
thus before the fall he was able to grasp and experience the Divine In his 
fall however, man misused this capacity and turned this faculty towards 
the world of the senses, so that now it can be restored in him only thanks 
to Christ by divine grace and through Ше Holy Spirit? Man's relation- 
ship to the sensible world, which he was called to use in a positive way in 
his function as mediator, in fallen man has developed into a slavery to 
sensibility from which he must be liberated. In his commentary on the 
Lord's Prayer, Maximus points out that man now must re-orientate the 
activity of his soul and turn his whole desire towards God, so as to know 
only one pleasure (пдотт), the pleasure which is contrary to that of the 
senses and consists entirely of the living communion (cuvpBiwois) of the 
soul with the /ogos.5 Or as Maximus says in an allegorical interpretation 


of the story of the marriage feast at Cana, the human mind must be 
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united with virtue as with its bride, and it 15 this communion 
(avi iav) which the Logos, born by faith, honours with his presence.' 

The basic dichotomy, characteristic of creation and most deeply 
influential in relation to the human soul, is however not regarded by 
Maximus as evil in itself but rather as a starting-point for man's 
mediating function and thus for a movement. It is to this starting-point 
that by faith he is restored in Christ. Thus, when Maximus—using a 
trichotomist perspective within the framework of the dichotomy— 
speaks in Amb 10 of three movements of the soul, which are natural to 
man, he does so without any negative or Origenistic understanding of 
motion. He simply refers to the fact Ша! man—and we can add, 
precisely in his central position related to the basic dichotomy—may be 
said to consist of three parts, mind, reason (in the middle), and sense, and 
that each of these parts possesses a motion natural to itself. Thus the 
motion of the mind is simple and direct, that of reason is analytic and 
distinguishes according to causality, while the motion of sense is 
synthetic and yet receives from visible things, in the form of symbols, 
some insight into their logoi which itself it refers to reason.’ And by doing 
so Maximus also makes it clear that in the end the true natural motion in 
all this is from the lower to the higher, so that what is grasped by one 
functions in the other to serve the final consummation of all the 
movements in God—and thus the final transcendence even of the basic 
dichotomy.’ 

To Maximus the basic dichotomy is thus a presupposition for these 
natural movements of the parts of the soul, which are themselves willed 
by God, and for this reason one aspect of it corresponds to each part. 
And this analogy between the different parts, in regard to their dichoto- 
my, is so far from dividing the human soul into separate entities, that it 
serves the unifying movement of the whole. For—in virtue of the 
dichotomy—the sensible part of the soul is in fact not only sensible but 
also intellectual. It receives from the visible things a symbolic" insight 
into their logoi, which it refers to the rational part of the soul. And this 
rational part is not only immanent but also transient, which is to say that 
its analytic knowledge is referred by it to the element of the mind. And 
the mind itself knows of a dichotomy, since it is not only intellectual but 
also passible.!! It can receive imaginations from Ше lower parts of the 


? Thal 40; CCSG 7, p. 273. 

в Cf. ch. П: 6, pp. 81-83 above. 

? PG 91, 1112 D-1113 A. 
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soul. And thus, the motion of the soul is conditioned by a dichotomy 
of each of its parts, which not only safeguards their individual 
characteristics but also serves the on-going motion from lower to higher 
It is not difficult to see here, in the field of psychology, a further 
expression of Maximus' basic faithfulness to his understanding of the 
Chalcedonian principle of union without violation, and of difference as a 
prerequisite for unification. 

That this view-point is not just occasional is further at least indirectly 
shown by Thal 25, an exegesis of 1 Cor. 11:3 and 10. Maximus there gives 
an allegorical interpretation of the words “тап”, “woman”, “head”, and 
"Christ", applied to the different stages of Christian spiritual develop- 
ment. Man is thus interpreted as the mind, engaged in either vita 
practica," vita contemplativa? or vita mystica," and woman is likewise 
interpreted as the habitus (€£&s) or the accompanying conditions of these 
three spiritual stages." The most interesting element in this interpreta- 
tion from our point of view, however, is that this “woman” element 
implies at the same time what we might call the sensible aspect of each of 
these stages. Thus, the ^woman" related to the practical mind 15 the habit 
of the vita practica itself, covered by practical thoughts and actions, and 
the “woman” related to the theoretical mind, is the sense itself which is 
always combined with natural contemplation, while the “woman” re- 
lated to the mystical mind represents the notion linked with mystical 
knowledge, though, at this stage, cleansed from all sensible imagination. 
Thus, "woman" in all these cases symbolizes the relationship which 
exists at all levels with the ‘lower’ parts of the soul and their kinds of 
knowledge, and this fact 15 presented as the reason why the text says that 
the woman should have a “power” on her head.'* The differentiated 
make-up of man thus serves the whole. 


2. Different forms of ‘trichotomist’ psychology in Maximus 


We have seen how a basic dichotomy in creation is recognized by 
Maximus, and how he develops the accompanying idea that this fact 
particularly affects man in the world and the human soul in man, so that 
both have a call to use this position in a work of mediation. We have also 

2 CCSG 7, p. 159. 

з Ibid., p. 161. 

^ Loc. cit. 

3 Tbid., p. 161 ff. Fora rendering and some discussion of this text, see BLOWERS, op.cit., 


p. 200 ff. 
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seen that this dichotomy is supposed to be related to the different ‘parts’ 
of the soul, but that whether seen in relation to each of these ‘parts’, or to 
the whole of the human soul, this fact can be evaluated positively as a 
starting-point and presupposition for the motion which is natural to each 
of the parts, as well as for that which is natural to the soul and man as a 
whole. This natural motion, when not perverted as it is in the fall of man, 
is able to transcend the dichotomy without violation and thereby to unite 
the different parts of the soul in one single, God-ward direction. 
Differentiation and unification go together. 

This fact, however, also provides the right background for an inter- 
pretation of Maximus' treatment of the trichotomist aspects of human 
psychology. These aspects are, in fact, dominant in Maximus' anthropol- 
ogy, especially in his ascetic theology and in his speculations about man's 
spiritual development. He favours triadic arrangements closely linked 
with the different trichotomies of the soul. This tendency however is 
always combined with a strong stress on the unity of the soul and the 
unification of its movements for one single purpose, the communion 
between human and divine which is the core of God's providential 
economy. 

It is, therefore, not surprising that Maximus feels free to use different 
types of three-fold distinctions in relation to the human soul. None of 
them is absolute. We have already met the classical distinction of mind, 
reason, sense, to each of which belongs a corresponding motion." But he 
also uses a distinction, based mainly on Aristotelian ground, between a 
rational, a non-rational and a non-sensible soul, corresponding to souls of 
rational beings, animals and plants respectively. Man shares all these 
souls, of which the third one is vegetative or nutritive, the second 15 
appetitive and sensible, and the first is reasonable and intellectual but 
also imperishable and immortal. Maximus also uses the Pauline 
distinction between carnal, psychic and spiritual man and interprets it 
with reference to different moral modes of man.” The dominant trichot- 
omy which we find in Maximus is, however, that between the rational, 
irascible and concupiscible elements of the soul—a distinction which is 
found almost everywhere in ancient Greek philosophical, theological and 
xm р Amb 10; PG 91, 1112 D. On the importance of this triad, cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 

в Char 3, 30-31; CSC, p. 158. This trichotomy had been developed on Christian 
ground by Gregory of Nyssa, who also related it closely with the Pauline trichotomy of 
spirit, soul and body; see LADNER, The Philosophical Anthropology, DOP 12 (1958), 
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ascetic literature, and not least in Evagrius from whom Maximus 
probably took it in the first place. Its importance goes, however, beyond 
that of the Evagrian influence, and the variety and freedom with which it 
is used is wider than that which we find in Evagrius.”° 

This variety 15 well illustrated by Maximus' variations of terminology 
within the last trichotomy itself. Here his freedom, in comparison with 
Evagrius, is immediately striking. Thus for the most part Evagrius 
identifies the reasonable part of man with the mind (vovs) and estab- 
lishes a trichotomy of mind (vovs), anger (0vuos) and concupiscence 
(ёт.Өошіа) —this is always so in Cent. gnost.? While Maximus certainly 
knows of this form,” in most cases he does not identify the mind as 
spiritual subject with any particular element of the soul and thus he most 
often uses a trichotomy of rational, irascible and concupiscible.”3 It is 
further within this second and dominant form of the trichotomy, that 
Maximus elaborates his personal variations. 

He, thus, sometimes speaks of боџиёѕ, Епдушга, Лоуов, to which the 
mind (vovs), as a fourth or rather integrating element, is added,” and 
sometimes of Лоуов, то дуцикду, Етдуша, to which the mind is likewise 
added.” In some texts Maximus uses neuter, substantive expressions, 
which indicate that the three elements may be regarded as different 
parts’ of the human soul—though this distinction is, of course, in 
Maximus never of a metaphysical or ontological character. In such 
cases he refers to то етпъдииттекди, то Óvuukóv and то Лоушкди,? or, more 
often, to то ÓvpukOv, то ёт:Өуиттікоу and то Лоуисттікёу.?% In a number of 
other texts he prefers to speak of three powers or faculties (8vváj.euw) of 


„2 SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 84, almost exclusively stresses the Evagrian influence at this 
point. Evagrius' system of ascetic theology was obviously of tbe utmost importance for 
Maximus' ascetic writings, and in these writings we find the majority of references to this 
trichotomy. This fact does not however exclude a wider range of influences at this particular 
point than Sherwood seems to believe. As we shall see in section 3, there are, in fact, 
considerable differences between Evagrius' and Maximus' understanding of the trichot- 
omy. 
21 See p. 199 f. 

24 бее Thal 16; CCSG 7, p. 105 and Ер 24; PG 91, 609 D-612 А. 

3 This most important difference between Maximus and Evagrius is hardly noticed by 
SHERWOOD, Who mentions, however, the alternatives (see in ACW, p. 84 f.). 

^ See Thal 16; CCSG 7, р. 109. 

5 Га; CCSG 7, p. 107. Cf. BLOWERS, op.cit., p. 236, n. 78. 

26 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 84. 

7 See e.g. Thal 27; CCSG 7, p. 197. 
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Evagrius’ Praktikos which is recognizable here, since in it Evagrius once uses the same 
distinction (see Pract. 1. 58; PG 40, 1233 D-1236 A). For Maximus' use, see Char 1. 67; 
CSC, p. 74; 2. 12; p. 94; 3. 20; p. 150; 4. 15; p. 200; 4. 44; p. 212 and 4. 80; p. 230. 
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the human soul? described either as Епдуиттикт, дуцоедтв and 
Aoywrruci),? or as Лоужт, &mvpmruci) and душакт.?! 

We shall later study how Maximus understands this particular 
trichotomy and its different elements. However, the variations of human 
trichotomy which we have now demonstrated in Maximus— different 
systems of trichotomy, differences of terminology within the dominant 
system and flexibility in relation to the question whether these elements 
are ‘parts’ or faculties within the human soul—are a clear indication that 
Maximus is not bound by any particular form of trichotomy and does not 
regard his distinctions between the different elements as metaphysical or 
ontological. The decisive distinction to him is that between the intelligi- 
ble and the sensible world, and the human soul by its middle position 
shares this basic dichotomy in all its elements. 

The most important point in Maximus' view is, therefore, that God 
has, in spite of the basic dichotomy, created man and his soul as a unity, 
empowered with a certain call to be a microcosm and to act as a mediator 
in the world. For according to this understanding neither the dichotomy 
as such, nor the divine call of man does violence to the human unity. And 
consequently, not even the passible parts of the human soul can in 
principle be seen in a negative perspective. All elements have a positive 
function set before them, which is restored in Christ, and all elements are 
equally perverted in fallen man, even if it is from the sensible element 
that man in the very beginning received such disastrous influences. 

Before we go on to demonstrate how in Maximus' thought unity and 
differentiation are in this way balanced with regard to the trichotomy of 
the human soul, we ought, however, to give a general survey of the 
background of thinking against which Maximus' position has to be 
understood; in general as regards his dominant trichotomy, and more 
particularly as regards its distinction between the concupiscible and the 
irascible element. 


3. The general background of Maximus' dominant 
psychological trichotomy 


In the Christian tradition which influenced Maximus, the trichotomy of 

reasonable, irascible and concupiscible obviously goes back first of all to 

Plato, but Aristotle's reflections on the same subject should also be kept 

in mind. Of utmost importance further is the Stoic understanding of the 
2 See e.g. Thal 39; CCSG 7, p. 259 and Expos. in Ps. LIX; CCSG 23, p. 7. 


9 See Char 3. 3; CSC, p. 144. 
31 See Thal 49; CCSG 7, p. 355. 
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powers and passions of the human soul. And finally, the later modifica- 
tions between these different standpoints should not be neglected, when 
we now first try to outline the general philosophical background of the 
‘trichotomist’ psychology of Maximus’ predecessors. For all these ele- 
ments have certainly been influential in relation to the Christian tradi- 
tion which Maximus reflects and elaborates. 


Plato’s position 


Plato’s use of the trichotomy finds its most well-known expression in the 
Fourth book of The Republic, where he establishes an analogy between 
the three faculties of the human soul on the one hand, and the three 
classes of society as well as their cardinal virtues on the other.? Here the 
psychological interpretation of the three parts of the human soul, то 
Лоуатаког, TO дуцовьдев and то Етдуцттикодг, is very clearly presented. 
A double faculty —one intellectual and one volitional—1is here referred 
to each part: the rational element contains both rational apprehension 
and rational aspiration, the irascible element both conviction and 
arduous striving, and the concupiscible element both conjecture and 
appetite.? The trichotomy can, however, be followed through most of 
Plato's dialogues.^ But this fact does not imply that the picture is 
completely free from ambiguity, since there are also other elements of 
systematization in Plato in relation to the faculties of the soul.” 

If we try to interpret what Plato says about our triad and its elements, 
what is striking first of all, is that its totality is to a great extent positively 
evaluated. The irascible and concupiscible elements are not bad in 
themselves. The cardinal virtues of the state find their proper place in 
them. The most well-known illustration of this understanding is, of 
course, given in the Phaedrus, where то Епьдуцттекби and то дудоеьдев 

3 See e.g. Res publ. 4; 435 e-436 b. 

СС. WILD, Plato's Theory of Man, Cambridge, Mass., 1946, p. 152 ff. 

y Already in 1909 A. LEISSNER in his dissertation, Die platonische Lehre von den 
Seelenteilen nach Entwicklung, Wesen und Stellung innerhalb der platonischen Philosophie, 
oe gave a most detailed account of all the traces of this trichotomy in Plato’s 
WOIKS. 

x А certain complication is provided by the fact that it happens that Plato, in relation 
to different moods of the soul, seems to use another triad: grief (Av), fear (фовоз), and 
desire (emOupia); see Res publ. 4; 430 b. Yet it becomes immediately clear that these three 
elements (with the addition of дорӣ) are part of a tetradic arrangement (see ibid.; 430 ab), 
which is also later known as the Stoic tetrad of cardinal passions. (Cf. Plato, Laches; 191 d; 
Symp.; 207 e; Theaet.; 156 b and also Res publ. 4; 429 c.) 

В Wisdom is thus to be found in Ше rational part, courage in the irascible and 
moderation in the concupiscible part, while righteousness should characterize their unity; 


see Plato, Res publ. 4; 428 b—429 a; 429 а-430 c; 430 c-432 b and 435 b. These elements 
may thus be used either for a good or for a bad purpose. 
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are described as the two horses of a human chariot, the driver of which 
has, however, to be the rational part of man.?' The general view of this 
dialogue seems to be that the two passible elements are not separated 
from the immortal part of the soul, though on the other hand, Plato 
presupposes, of course, everywhere that there are in the soul two different 
elements, one immortal and one mortal, one rational and one non- 
rational, and that it is in the latter element that we can distinguish 
between an irascible and a concupiscible part. The basic dichotomy thus 
underlines and conditions the trichotomy.? This fact however does not 
exclude the conclusion that within the triad, the irascible part is given a 
middle position and a mixed character.” For in the first part of the triad 
we meet a non-divisible substance and in the last part a divisible 
substance, but in the middle part, the irascible, a mixed substance.“ 

This middle position of the irascible part is of a certain interest to us, 
since it serves to make the basic dichotomy less absolute as far as the 
human soul is concerned, and also seems to have exerted a certain 
influence upon the understanding of the irascible element among Chris- 
tian writers. The faculty of the irascible element is to Plato of a 
self-expansive character, equally fit for both true courage and passionate 
anger, as we notice in The Republic. The irascible element 15 also more 
naturally inclined to be subordinated to reason.” 

A few other aspects of Plato’s view should be mentioned in this 
context. First of all, it seems clear, that Plato regards the three elements 
more or less literally as parts of the soul, though he also speaks of their 
corresponding faculties. The latter are distinguished from the parts, for 
when he uses the neuter expressions, то Етдуцттаког, etc., he refers to 
these elements as parts of the soul, while the functions of these parts, 


3 Plato, Phaedrus; 246 а ff., 253 cd, etc. 

35 See Phaedrus; 246. This is of importance, since it makes it impossible to see in 
Plato's works a development towards a more rigorous evaluation at this point. It was still 
possible to uphold such a hypothesis, as long as the Phaedrus was regarded as an early work. 
Now, since the question of its date of composition is reversed, this is no longer possible. Cf. 
here also E. ZELLER, Die Philosophie der Griechen, II: 1, Leipzig 1889, p. 843, n. 3, and 
p. 820, where it is argued that according to Plato in the Phaedrus the lower parts of the soul 
also belonged to it in its pre-existence. 

3 See e.g. Res publ. 4; 439 e; cf. К. ARNOU, art. Platonisme des Pères, DTC 12: 2, col. 
2267. 

* In the Phaedrus the irascible part is thus called “the good horse" and the 
concupiscible part “the non-good horse", see 253 d. 

4 Cf. A.-J. FEsrUGIERE, Contemplation et vie contemplative selon Platon, Paris 1936, p. 
121, where this problem is discussed in relation to Timaeus; 35, where it seems clear that 
the sensible part of Ше soul in its strictest sense is regarded as foreign to the real soul. 

© See Res publ. 4; 440 b; cf. ZELLER, op. cit., p. 884 and FEesTUGIERE, op.cit., p. 149 f. 
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Епдушва, etc., are designed as faculties (Suvapets). Secondly, it is 
obvious that what interests Plato in relation to the three elements of the 
soul is not their formal definition, but the object of their activity,“ 
though an analysis of this activity also shows the difference of their 
faculties. And both aspects of this question are closely connected with the 
problem of the localization of the elements. 

They are bound to different organs of the body, and are thus, as it 
were, at a different distance from the higher world. This position 
expresses both the orientation and the psychic character of each element, 
which is obvious e.g. in relation to the middle position of the irascible 
part. In localizing tbe different elements Plato reflects, of course, older 
speculation. Thus reason 15 related to the head, anger to the chest and 
concupiscence to a particular area between the diaphragm and the 
navel.5 The mediating organ between the rational and the appetitive part 
is the liver (as 0vuos is the mediating psychic activity), and—in 
accordance with an old tradition — Plato is of the opinion that the reason 
projects images on to the smooth surface of the liver, even though he 
rejects the investigation of the livers of sacrificed animals.*6 Finally, it is 
also clear that to Plato plants possess Етдуша and animals both 
Етдуша and duds." 


Aristotle's understanding 


Aristotle's position in relation to this trichotomy 1s not radically different 
from Plato's. Like Plato he distinguishes between an immortal and a 
mortal part of the soul. The relationship between body and soul is, 
however, more complicated and also more 'positive' in Aristotle than in 
Plato, since they are regarded as form and matter, and Ше soul is 
understood as the entelecheia of the body,” which is of importance also 
for the trichotomy. 

Four aspects of Aristotle's understanding are of a particular interest 
in our context. дицдов and émi60vuiao are, first of all, integrated into 
Aristotle's general view of will and desire. In this field we thus arrive at 

4 Cf. LEISSNER, op.cit., p. 62. This position is illustrated by Plato’s terminology. The 
elements are thus often called "parts", pépn (see Res publ. 4; 442 b and 444 b), "forms", 
€t61) (see ibid.; 435 c, 439 e, 504 a; Phaedr.; 253 c; Tim.; 69 c and 77 b) and "species", yevn 
(see Res. publ. 4; 441 c, 443 d, 444 b and Тіт.; 69 e). 

“ Cf. ZELLER, op. cit., p. 884 and also LEISSNER, op. cit., p. 63. 

45 See Tim.; 69 e, 70 d, 77 b and 90 a. 

4 See ibid.; 71 а-72 d. 

* See ibid.; 77 ab and Res publ. 4; 441 b respectively. 


4 See De anima 2, 1; 412 a. 
? Ibid.; 412 b. 
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another triad of BotvA nots, дуцов and ёт:диџшіа, in which the first element 
represents a reasonable desire, the second an arduous striving of a more 
general (and impulsive) kind and the third concupiscence in the proper 
sense.” Of these three forms of appetency only the wish (BovAmois) 
however is free,?! while concupiscence gives the most striking example of 
a desire which is not free.” 

Secondly, we also find in Aristotle that the trichotomist distinction 15 
strictly subordinated to the dichotomy. The irascible and concupiscible 
elements are even brought nearer to each other in Aristotle, than we 
found them to be in Plato, though дуцов preserves a middle position.” 
Вуцов is sometimes presented as even more foreign to reason than 
сопсиріѕсепсе.°* 

Thirdly, this rather negative view of the irascible element as foreign to 
reason, together with the stress on the bodily character of all passions, 
has effected a certain change in the understanding of дицов, so that this 
term is more often than in Plato interpreted simply as wrath"? But, 
fourthly, this nevertheless does not imply that дудоз loses its middle 
position. It remains in principle a servant of reason and is in fact far 
more capable of following reason than concupiscence 15." 

Aristotle's stronger stress on the unity of the human composite, which 
to some extent relativizes the basic dichotomy in man, is thus balanced 
by a rather negative evaluation of both elements of the non-rational part 
of the human soul, though particularly of the concupiscible element. 


The Stoic view 


In Stoic philosophy the negative view of the passible part of the soul 
becomes quite dominant, and at the same time it was the Stoic outlook 
which was perhaps the most influential force in ancient Christian ascetic 
thinking regarding our trichotomy. It is a well-known fact that the Stoics 
regarded all kinds of passions as disastrous and saw complete detach- 
ment (&rá6eia) as an ideal human attitude. It is true that these passions 
were systematized differently; the Stoic analysis of them is dominated by 
the tetrad, which we also meet occasionally in Plato: pleasure (пдотп), 

% See De anima, 2, 3; 414 b; cf. P. WILPERT, art. Begierde, RACh 2 (1954), col. 64. 

51 See Magna Mor., 1, 13; 1188 a. 

52 Cf. e.g. WoLrsoN, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, p. 464. 

5 АП ‘passions’ of the soul imply the participation of the body; cf. Е. NUYENS, 
L'Évaluation de la psychologie d'Aristote, The Hague/Paris 1948, p. 224 f. 

$ See Eth. Nicom. З, 11; 1116 b. 

55 See Eth. Nicom., 3, 3; 1111 a and 4, 11; 1126 a, and Eth. Eudem., 3, 1; 1229 a. 

% Eth. Nicom. 7, 5; 1147 b and 7, 7; 1149 a. The incontinence of emiðupia is greater, 
see ibid., 7, 7; 1149 b. 
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grief (Avan), desire (Епьдурхо:) and fear ($6fos).? But the use of the triad 
among Stoic writers is also well testified to in the literature of the 
period.? 

Characteristic of the Stoic use of the triad is, of course, first of all the 
fact that it depends directly on the Stoic understanding of the passions. 
To some extent this limits the scope of the trichotomy and has facilitated 
a simple identification between дуцов and wrath, rage, fury. Anger and 
concupiscence are also brought into a very close relationship to each 
other. Àn expression of this relationship is the fact that both are localized 
in the same place, the chest.” According to Stoic understanding all 
passions may be subsumed under the category of sensibility. For this 
reason there is no clear difference of character between passions referred 
to the irascible part of the soul and those referred to the concupiscible 
part in the stricter sense.™ 

The picture of the Stoic understanding of the trichtomy is, however, 
still more complicated than we have indicated so far. In the first place the 
basic dualism which we have studied in Plato and Aristotle is absent in 
Stoic philosophy. The soul is regarded as corporeal in a refined sense. 
This view of course influences the Stoic understanding of the trichotomy. 
The three elements are thus not distinct parts of the soul but powers and 
motions within it. Consequently, we notice on the one hand what we 
might call a more ‘positive’ tendency; man is seen as a unity, and the 
animals do not share with man his irascible and concupiscible faculties. 
The passion of concupiscence for example is simply an irrational motion 
within the rational soul.” But on the other hand, Ше Stoic stress on the 
close relationship between the movements of the soul and the human 


37 For the use of this tetrad already in Zeno, see the testimony of Diogenes Laërtius in 
VON ÁRNIM, Stoic. vet. fragm. 1, p. 51, no. 211. Cf. also voN ARNIM, 3, p. 92, no. 378 and p. 
95, no. 394 (Chrysippus) as well as ibid. 3, p. 95, no. 391 (Andronicus). For the platonizing 
philosopher Poseidonius the combination of this tetrad and our triad (both found in Plato) 
obviously caused some difficulties; see M. PonrENz, Poseidonios’ Affektenlehre und 
Psychologie, NGWG (1921), p. 181 f. 

3! See e.g. the testimony of Galen in VON ARNM, ор. cit., 1, p. 129, no. 570. Cf. also what 
is referred from Alex. Aphrod., in VON ARNIM, op. cit., 2, p. 225, no. 823, where we find an 
interesting equivalent of verbs (showing that a negative evaluation of the passible functions 
dominates the picture): S:avodiaban, дру есдои, émvpéiv, though the common power of 
the soul is said to be developed beyond the "parts". 

9 See the testimony of Galen, VON ARNIM, op. cit., 2, p. 250, no. 903. 

el position may be exemplified by Chrysippus, see уом ARNIM, op. cit., 3, p. 96, 
no. : 

él This holds true also when Ше Stoics point out that the soul is eight-fold; see STEIN, 
Die Psychologie der Stoa, 1, p. 122 with n. 222. 

62 See the testimony of Galen, уом ARNIM, ор. cit. 2, p. 255, по. 906. 

$ Cf. WILPERT, art. cit., col. 63. 
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body indirectly strengthens the negative aspect. The passible elements 
lose the neutral sense which they had in Plato and also in Aristotle.” 
душо and émiGupia are certainly both localized in the chest together with 
the fryeworikor,© but дуцов is at the same time often subordinated to 
éartGupia® and thus understood exclusively as wrath.’ 


Later modifications 


Even though the Stoics from the outset regard anger and concupiscence 
as passionate powers of the human soul, it is not until the later Stoa that 
the problem of a polarity between them is again brought into the 
foreground. Thus Poseidonius goes back to an older trichotomy of body, 
soul and spirit and combines it with the Platonic understanding of the 
three parts of the soul. The result is that the concupiscible part is now 
regarded as the concupiscence of the flesh, while the mind is identified 
with the older concept of spirit, but thereby the irascible part regains its 
middle and ambivalent position, in spite of the fact that @vuos in 
Poseidonius is practically subordinated to čmiĝðvuia.® Against this back- 
ground it is certainly not surprising that, influenced by Plato through 
Panaetius, he is also willing to allow for ёт:бишіа in plants and both 
Етпдуша and @vpós in animals.” It should also be added that 
Poseidonius holds the opinion that the soul is united to the body only 
during its earthly existence and develops its irascible and concupiscible 
faculties only under these conditions. This non-Stoic opinion he shares 
not only with Plato but also with Plotinus.” 

Here we have touched upon another important stream of thinking, 


4 Cf. WILPERT, loc. cit. 

55 According to Nemesius, Ше Stoics saw 6ujds as concentrated in the bile—a sign of 
its identification with wrath—and regarded it as caused by an act or sense of injustice, see 
VON ARNIM, op. cit., 3, p. 101, no. 416. 

$ According to Andronicus both друў and дуцдв belong to the forms (erôn) of 
стдуща, SO VON ARNIM, ор. cit., 3, p. 96, no. 397. Cf. in Diogenes Laërtius, see ibid., 
no. 396. 

67 A clear tendency to identify бурё and opyíj and to link them closely with hatred 
(исо) can be recognized in the Stoic tradition, see e.g. in VON ARNIM, ор. cit., 3, p. 96 f., 
no. 396 and 397. Thus дудесобои may be substituted by оруѓѓєсбо:, see VON ARNIM, ор. cit., 
2, p. 225, no. 823. 

$5 Cf. WILPERT, art. cit., col. 68. 

69 Cf. STEIN, op. cit., p. 190. 

? The concupiscible element in Poseidonius' view is characteristic of all forms of 
vegetative and animated life, to which the irascible is added in the case of animals. The 
latter is described as a desire for dominance and victory. In man these two elements are 
recognizable before the rational faculty. In an adult man they will, however, acquire a new 
function, since they have to subordinate themselves to reason, though they will presetve 
their own character. For this summary, see PoHLENZ, Die Stoa, I, Góttingen 1948, p. 225. 

п Cf. POHLENZ, op. cit., I, p. 394. 
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which ought to be considered in this context, that of Middle and 
Neo-Platonism. Its contribution however lies mostly within the field of 
terminological refinement. In Albinus e.g. we find, that the Stoic concept 
of $yeu.ovwóv and the Platonic concept of Aoyurrikóv are both localized 
in the head and are partly identified." The distinction between the 
reasonable and the passible part of the soul is further developed on 
Platonic ground, and in the passible part Albinus distinguishes between 
an irascible element (for which he uses the Aristotelian term то бишкӧу 
instead of Plato's word то дуцое:дев) and a concupiscible element.” In 
the realm of pre-existence these two passible elements are further said to 
have had their counterparts, which are transformed when the soul is 
united with the body.^ Finally, Albinus—like the Stoic writer 
Chrysippus—underlines the inner struggle between the two passible 
elements themselves. The aspect of disorder is thus brought into the 
foreground. 

Plotinus emphasizes more strongly the indivisibility of the soul, but 
cannot deny that it has yet to put up with a certain divisibility on account 
of its affinity to the body and the sensible world.” Plotinus’ trichotomy, 
however, does not coincide with that of Plato, though it is probably 
influenced by it."* He thus distinguishes between sensible man, intelligi- 
ble man and the man in between, who is the reasonable man;" but in 
relation to the four cardinal virtues we notice that our triad too is 
relevant to him in its Platonic, more neutral sense.” It should finally be 
noted that Porphyry later, in conjunction with Poseidonius, again 
understood the Platonic "parts" of the soul as “powers” and faculties 
rather than real parts.” 

Within Neo-Platonism one may consequently recognize ambivalence 
in relation to some problems. On the one side there is the influence of 
Plato, resulting in a neutral, and even positive, understanding of the 
irascible element in the human soul, but on the other we find a tendency 
to stress the unity of the human composite, resulting not only in an 
understanding of the different elements as faculties rather than parts, but 

72 Cf. UEBERWEG-PRAECHTER, Op. cit., p. 529. 


n Cf. ibid., p. 543. 

^ то дриттикду becomes то бишікбу, and то оїкєкотікбу becomes то Етвуиттикдт; see 
UEBERWEG-PRAECHTER, /oc. СИ. 

3 Cf, ARNOU, art. cit., col. 2279. 

76 СЕ. ÜEBERWEG-PRAECHTER, ор. cit., p. 605 f. 

П Cf, REYPENS, art. Ame, DSp I, col. 435; cf. also ch. III: 2 above. 

78 épóvnouw is thus said to be the virtue of то Aoyvarwóv, avópeíia still the virtue of то 
дуиобиетои and сюфрообтп that of то етдуиттикби, while дикопообтт as in Plato is the 
virtue of the whole; see Plot., Enn. I. 2, 1. 

79 Cf. UEBERWEG-PRAECHTER, Op. cit., p. 610. 
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also in a stress on the relationship to a body as a necessary prerequisite 
for their use.® This position also summarizes rather well the situation in 
which the influential Christian writers had to work out their theological 
understanding of the trichotomy. 

We have dwelt rather long on the philosophical discussion of the 
nature of the human soul. We have done so, first of all in order to show 
the complexity of this tradition, as well as the terminological develop- 
ment which it reveals. But we have, be it noted, only pointed out 
elements which are of a particular importance for the Christian tradition 
in this respect, and for the problems which we meet in Maximus. The 
idea of the middle position of man and the view of an establishment of a 
truly ordered human microcosm, which we find in Maximus, can only be 
understood against the background of the discussion about the unity and 
differentiation of the human soul which we have here outlined. That this 
is so, will be further illustrated when we turn our attention now to those 
writers, who may possibly have influenced Maximus more directly. 

Before we study the Christian understanding of the trichotomy— 
where we shall concentrate on the Alexandrian and Cappadocian writers 
and on Evagrius, Ps.-Denis and Nemesius—we must add, however, a few 
words on Philo's use of the trichotomy. The reason for this is obvious: 
Philo exerted a wide influence on a number of these writers—and his 
influence is equally felt in Maximus himself. 


Philo and Clement—the earlier Alexandrian position 


In Philo we find an eclectic attitude to the philosophical considerations. 
For example, his conception of the soul is deeply marked by the Platonic 
dichotomy. Thus he distinguishes between a rational and an irrational 
soul. He also rejects the Stoic idea of the corporeality of the soul, but only 
so far as the rational soul is concerned.?! With the Stoics he agrees in 
talking of an ogdoad of psychic faculties.? The triad of the reasonable, 
irascible and concupiscible parts of the soul he took over from Plato, but 
with Aristotle he also distinguishes between nutritive, sensible and 
reasonable soul.®? Finally, there is even a Jewish element in his under- 

Ю This last tendency may perhaps be illustrated by the case of Proclus, who supposed 
not only a material body and a body of light but also a third body in between, thus 
establishing a particular kind of triad; see e.g. UEBERWEG-PRAECHTER, 0p. СИ., p. 629 f. 

81 See WoLrsoN, Philo, I, pp. 385—391 and ZELLER, Die Philosophie der Griechen ПП: 2, 
Leipzig 1903, p. 447. 

в The dichotomy interferes, however, in so far as there is a heptad of faculties of the 
irrational soul, while the rational soul consists of the undivided mind; cf. WOLFSON, ор. cit., 


pp. 389 and 392. 
8 Cf. e.g. ZELLER, op. cit., p. 447. 
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standing of the soul. Thus for instance he is based on Jewish tradition 
when he opposes Ше Aristotelian idea that the lower powers of the soul 
do not share in free уШ.“ 

The classical terminology in relation to the trichotomy is well 
preserved in Philo. Thus he reproduces the Platonic distinctions of three 
“parts” and three “forms” in the human soul.’ He further uses Plato's 
image of the chariot and the two horses (emphasizing at the same time 
that the symbol of concupiscence is female and the symbol of anger 
male), and like Plato he underlines, of course, that reason ought to be the 
chariot-driver.^ On the other hand he shows a certain affinity to the 
Stoics in underlining the negative róle of the passions of the passible 
elements, and in bringing the two types of passions very close to each 
other. 

The most interesting aspect in Philo's understanding of the trichoto- 
my in our context is, however, that which 15 related to the irascible 
element. Basing himself on Plato, Philo obviously regards it as a neutral 
counterpart to Ше concupiscible element, as 15 illustrated by the image of 
the chariot." But at the same time it is also obvious, that дудов by this 
time had to a great extent become identified with друп, wrath, and this 
combination of influences from Plato and the Stoics which we recognize 
in Philo, leads to the striking result that друп itself partly loses its 
negative meaning and becomes more ambivalent. On the other hand, 
however, this development in Philo is also due to the Jewish tradition, 
where a justified wrath has always had a proper place and is ascribed to 
God himself. This integration of a biblical element into the philosophical 
discussion of the human trichotomy was certainly of importance for the 
Christian interpretation." 

Among the Christian Alexandrian writers Clement of Alexandria 
seems to be of immediate interest in the same context. For his eclectic 


и See WoLrsoN, Philo, 2, pp. 231-235 and particularly 234. 

5 The three церп are то Лоушжди, то дишикб» (the Aristotelian term used also by 
Albinus) and ro еповициттекбр, see Leg. alleg. I, 71; COHN & WENDLAND, I, p. 79 f. The three 
e&ôn are Aóyos, дуцов and етдуща, see De spec. leg. 4 (De Concupiscentia), 92; Сонм & 
WENDLAND, 3, p. 229. 

86 See De migr. Abr., 67; Сонм & WENDLAND, 2, p. 281 and De agricult. 73; ibid, p. 109 f. 
Either vovs or Aéyos are said to have this leading function. Anger and concupiscence are 
further described as brother and sister, see De migr. Abr., 66; p. 280 f.; and reason is also 
called arbitrator and guide (cf. Plato, Phaedrus; 247 c), see Leg. alleg. 3, 118; Сонм & 
WENDLAND, I. p. 139. On the Logos as тиохов in Philo and early Christian speculation, 
cf. further P. Beskow, Rex Gloriae. The Kingship of Christ in the Early Church, Uppsala 
1962, pp. 200-206. 

в Cf. De agricult., 73; Сонм & WENDLAND, 2, р. 109 f. 

8 On this problem in Philo, see WorrsoN, Philo, 2, p. 109 f. 
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position is very close to that of Philo. He maintains the basic dichotomy 
and distinguishes between a reasonable and a non-reasonable part of the 
human soul,® but also—in accordance with the Platonic tradition— 
within the latter between anger and concupiscence.” He constitutes а 
triad, usually called дъцов, &rióvpio, Хоуитиёѕ, which is in its turn, 
somewhat inappropriately but on biblical grounds, closely linked with 
the Pauline triad of flesh, soul and spirit.” Clement further, in a Stoic 
way, subordinates anger to concupiscence terminologically,” and conse- 
quently names the former “impulse of desire" (брит &m6vpios)." In a 
way which reminds us of Philo, 6vj4ós is also seen as a male and етдвуцо 
as a female impulse.’ 

In Clement we should, in fact, allow for a rather strong influence from 
a Stoic understanding of human passions, which his use of the concept of 
detachment (&7r@@eva) most clearly reveals.” The Stoic tetrad of passions 
is, however, not particularly underlined by Clement, though he uses it 
with interesting modifications.” His triad of Еетдиша, ушиб, Ao yır pós 
is more frequently used.” More definitely Stoic, however, is the close 
relationship which Clement establishes between 6vuós and “wrath”, 
which indicates a plainly negative evaluation of the former," but, like 
Philo, he allows for a righteous wrath in God.” The ambivalent character 


89 J, Wytzes, The twofold way П; Platonic influences in the work of Clement of 
Alexandria, VC 14 (1960), pp. 129—153, emphasizes that Clement preserves the Platonic 
distinction between the sensible and intelligible world, though —like all Christian followers 
of Philo, he says—on religious rather than philosophical grounds (p. 133). 

9? See Strom. 3. 10; GCS Clem. 2, p. 227, 22; ibid. 4. 6; p. 264, 9 ff. and 5. 8; p. 362, 7 
ff. —On this eclecticism of Clement's anthropology, cf. Убікев, Der wahre Gnostiker nach 
Clemens Alexandrinus (TU 57), Berlin 1952, p. 110 f. 

1 See Strom. 3. 10; GCS Clem. 2, p. 227, 9 f. The same triad is found in e.g. ibid. 13; p. 
238 f. and 4. 6; p. 266, 11 f. —Here we ought also to recall Poseidonius' use of Plato's triad 
in combination with that of body, soul and spirit. 

32 See Strom. 4. 23; GCS Clem. 2, p. 315, 24. 

33 Ibid. 5. 5; p. 343, 17. Cf. VOLKER, ор. cit., p. 131 with n. 2. 

*4 See ibid. 3. 13; p. 238, 29 f. 

5 Оп Ше place and function of this concept within Clement's theology and in Christian 
thinking before him, see TH. RUTHER, Die sittliche Forderung der Apatheia. (FThSt 63.) 
Freiburg i. Br. 1949. 

6 We may thus find «ró6os as a substitute for епвуро (see Strom. 6. 14; GCS Clem. 2, 
р. 488, 8) or even друў or дирдв as a substitute for епдуд(а (see ibid. 6. 9; р. 469, 3). 

3! See Strom. 3. 10; GCS Clem. 2, p. 227, 9; 13; p. 238, 31 ff; 4. 6; p. 266, 11 f. and 5. 8; 
p. 362, 8 f. (combined with Plato's image of the two horses and the chariot). 

38 Thus Clement sees 6ujds and друп more or less as equivalents, see Strom. 6. 9; GCS 
Clem. 2, p. 469, 3. He further underlines its physical connection with the bile, see e.g. Paed. 
I. 11; GCS Clem. I, p. 147, 11 f. Like the Stoics he also attributes a great importance to 
wrath, see ibid. 3. 12; p. 286, 25 f. and p. 290, 18; and Strom. 6. 16; GCS Clem. 2, p. 500, 
25.— For the lively Stoic discussion on problems of wrath, cf. e.g. J. STELZENBERGER, Die 
Beziehungen der frühchristlichen Sittenlehre zur Ethik der Stoa, Munich 1933, p. 250 ff. 

? Divine wrath differs, however, from human wrath, in that it 15 фАдудротгов, see 
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of the concept of wrath, which we noticed in Philo, is in Clement, 
however, more exclusively related to the idea of a righteous wrath of 
God, entirely different from the human passion of wrath,! 


Origen's view—a more elaborated standpoint 


When we turn to Origen, we find that he uses the different terminologies 
with greater care than either Philo or Clement did. He finds e.g. obvious 
difficulties in combining the Platonic and Pauline trichotomies,' and 
thus he arrives at a tetradic arrangement, where the biblical term “spirit” 
is added to the philosophical triad. This tetrad is particularly reflected in 
his allegorical interpretation of Ez. 1: 10, where the face of man is 
referred to the rational element (rationabile), the face of the lion to the 
irascible element (iracundia) and the face of the bull to the concupiscible 
element (concupiscentia), while the face of the eagle is referred to the 
spirit of man (spiritus), which guides the soul.' With this modification 
Origen is then free to use the triad, but here as in Clement the negative 
aspect seems to be dominant, as far as the passible elements are 
concerned. The reason for this is, that the basic dichotomy between the 
intelligible and the sensible world, which is observable in the tetrad itself, 
in Origen’s view, imparts a primarily tragic character to the existence of 
empirical man, which is overcome only through his return to an original 
spiritual unity. The mind (vows) is thus the light of the soul, while Ше 
irascible and concupiscible parts—the place of imaginations and 
passions—are darkness without this light.!^ 

А number of tendencies, which we noticed in Clement, are further 
found also in Origen. Thus there are similar modifications in his use of 
the Stoic tetrad of passions. Anger (0vj.ós) or wrath (друп) tend to occupy 
the place of grief (Лотт),! or even of desire (ёт:бишіо).!% The negative 
evaluation of the irascible element, which we found both in the Stoic 
tradition and in Clement, may, of course, be noticed also in Origen. 


Paed. 1. 8; GCS Clem. I, p. 127, 31 ff. and particularly 8; р. 133, 23 f. In relation to this 
problem, cf. also Lactantius’ polemic in De ira Dei, 17, 1 ff.; CSEL 27, p. 110 Е. 

10 Human wrath is usually not righteous but causes injustice, see Quis dives salvetur? 8, 
3; GCS Clem. 3, p. 165, 4. 

! He notices that it is difficult to verify the Platonic triad by Scripture, see De Princ. 3. 
4, 1; GCS Orig. 5, p. 264, 12 ff. 

102 In Ezech., hom. 1. 16; GCS Orig. 8, p. 339 f. 

! Origen speaks of a пабутикди uépos, divided into ro Gupexdv and то erivpmrukóv, 
see In Euc., fragm. no. 187; GCS Orig. 9, p. 307. 

! Ibid.; cf. CRoUzEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, pp. 130 f. with n. 9 and 159. 

05 Comm. in Matth. 15. 18; CGS Orig. 10, p. 402, 29 ff. 

! In Cant. cant., lib. 2; GCS Orig. 8, p. 143, 22 ff. 
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@vuós is thus regarded e.g. as a "paralysis of souls", ог as an 
intoxication. 9uuós and wrath are almost identified." This tendency 
becomes particularly apparent, when Origen demonstrates his eagerness 
to avoid misunderstandings concerning divine anger, which is said not to 
interfere with the fact that God is above all раѕѕіопѕ.!! The negative 
understanding of the irascible element of the human soul is thus hardly 
weakened by the reference to the anger of God. 


Evagrius and later Origenism 


The restrictive attitude of Origen in relation to a Christian use of the 
trichotomy, with which we are here concerned, is not found in later 
Origenism. The Platonic trichotomy grows into a fixed element of its 
tradition. This is quite clear in Evagrius, who also carried his speculation 
on this theme much further than his predecessors. Since Evagrius greatly 
influenced Maximus at this point, we must devote more detailed 
attention to him. 

The most decisive sign of this development from Origen to Evagrius is 
the fact that Evagrius not only substitutes mind (vovs) for spirit, but also 
reduces Origen's tetrad to a triad, where vovs is more or less identified 
with the rational part of the soul. The dominant Evagrian trichotomy of 
the soul thus consists of mind, anger and concupiscence,''' though it also 
happens that he speaks of the concupiscible, irascible and reasonable 
parts of the soul without identifying the last one with the mind.'” 


07 Cat. fragm. to Matth. 4: 23-24; no. 77; GCS Orig. 12, p. 46. 

08 In Ley., hom. 7, 1; GCS Orig. 6, p. 372, 20 f. and In Ierem., hom. 2, 8; GCS Orig. 8, 
p. 297, 16 f. 

09 Iracundia is intimately connected with furor (see In Lib. Iesu nave, hom. 12, 3; GCS 
Orig. 7, p. 370, 11) and @upés with оруп (see Comm. in Io. 20, 36; GCS Orig. 4, p. 376, 25). 

10 In Terem., hom. 18, 6; GCS Orig. 3, p. 160, 12 ff. The anger and wrath of God should 
be understood in a figurative sense and not as expressions of an anthropomorphic idea of 
God, see Comm. in Matth. 17, 18; GCS Orig. 10, p. 636, 14 ff. God's anger is an expression 
of his mercy, it belongs to his goodness, and his wrath serves the cause of human education 
(ravdeia), see ibid. 15. 11; p. 379, 14 ff. and De or., 29, 15; GCS Orig. 2, p. 390, 12 ff. (On 
the same problem in Origen, cf. also e.g. In Ezech., hom. 10, 2; GCS Orig. 8, p. 419, 30 Ё; In 
Num., hom. 8, 1; GCS Orig. 7, p. 49, 14 Ё; In lib. Iud., hom. 2, 4; GCS Orig. 7, p. 477, 23 ff. 
and Comm. in Io. 6, 58; GCS Orig. 4, p. 167, 14 ff.) 

ш See e.g. Cent. gnost. 1. 53; OCP 5 (1939), p. 230; 1. 68; PO 28, p. 49; 1. 84; p. 57; cf. 
FRANKENBERG, pp. 120-121; 3. 35; in MUYLDERMANS, А travers la tradition manuscrite 
d'Évagre le Pontique (Bibl. du Mus. 3), Louvain 1932, p. 85; 3. 59; OCP 5, p. 230; 4. 73; PO 
28, p. 169; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 304-305; and 6. 83; p. 253; cf. FRANKENBERG, рр. 
416-417. 

! See e.g. Pract. 1. 58; PG 40, 1233 D-1236 A.—The relationship of the mind to 
sensibility is to Evagrius only accidental—as is the three-fold unity of mind, soul and body 
(cf. REFOULE, Immortalité de l'àme et la résurrection de la chair, RHR 163 (1963), р. 19 
f.)—and this fact necessarily characterizes his use of the trichotomy. 
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Evagrius' triad is furthermore, in a characteristic way, related to his 
general speculations on physical and spiritual realities. Thus, vovs is 
associated with fire and is said to dominate among the angels, while 
етдуща: 15 associated with earth and dominates among men, and биро 
is related to air and dominates among demons.!? This does пої imply 
however, that Evagrius regards anger in a more negative way than 
concupiscence"^—rather the opposite. Distinguishing among the de- 
mons between those who attack the different parts of the soul, at least he 
calls demons related to the mind “birds” and those related to anger “wild 
animals’, while those related to concupiscence he names “domestic 
animals”’,'! which is probably to say powers attacking man from within 
his own lower self. 

Through his frequent identification of vovs with the reasonable part 
of the human soul, Evagrius obviously allows the basic dichotomy to 
interfere decisively with the unity of the soul. For this reason we should 
expect him to exclude the very possibility of any positive function of the 
passible parts. However this is not the case. Evagrius gives a positive róle 
to all the three parts in relation to man's purification. He is able to do 
this, because his Origenist speculation allows for the idea that the mind 
itself is affected by its primitive fall and consequent attachment to the 
bodily world of the senses. 

For this reason there is, within Evagrius' ascetic thinking, a certain 
room for both a good and a bad use of all the three parts of the soul. Thus, 
we learn that the mind may be united with either knowledge or 
ignorance, and that, consequently, the concupiscible part is susceptible 
either to chastity or luxury, and the irascible part united either with love 
or hatred.!'5 АП the three parts have likewise, according to Evagrius, to be 
healed of their disease: the mind through knowledge, the concupiscible 
part through chastity and the irascible part through love.!!" In this case a 
positive task lies open to each of these parts of the soul, which latter is 
then altogether reasonable: the concupiscible part is free to desire virtue, 
the irascible part to fight for this virtue and the rational part can devote 
itself to natural contemplation.''® Evagrius even goes on to say that there 
is a situation where man need have no fear of any demons, because his 

13 See Cent. gnost. 1. 68; PO 28, p. 49. 

!^ Tt requires, however, more medicine, see Pract. 1. 26; PG 40, 1228 D. 

l !5 Cent. gnost. 1. 53; OCP 5 (1939), p. 230. Demons are, in fact, the reasonable nature, 
шет br of too much бу, is по more in the service of God, see Cent. gnost. 3. 34; 
пе" Сет. gnost. 1. 84; PO 28, p. 57; cf. FRANKENBERG, pp. 120-121. 


7 Cent. gnost. 3. 35; MUYLDERMANS, ор. cit., p. 85. 
!5 See Pract. 1, 58; PG 40, 1233 D-1236 A. Cf. also ibid. 1. 61; PG 40, 1236 AB. 
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mind is all the time with the Lord, his irascible part is humble and his 
desire (taru6vpiia) is directed toward Сод.!? 

We ought, however, to remember that as regards the passible parts in 
most cases this positive aspect is restricted to man’s purification and 
mortification, though, of course, it is Evagrius’ conviction that it is the 
misuse of the three faculties which introduces vices into man’s life.'” It 
is, however, the temptations arising from the passible parts which 
prevent the human mind from the knowledge of God," and each of them 
in its own way makes it blind.'!” 

It should perhaps also be noted that Evagrius, following both Plato- 
nist and Stoic traditions, localizes душдв in the chest, while he relates 
&mvpía to the blood. Also Platonic is the idea that animals possess 
both these faculties, which for Evagrius accords well with his Origenist 
conviction that man's passible nature is of a secondary character, due to 
the second creation. Evagrius' negative understanding of “anger” is 
particularly revealed in his conviction that it is a blindness, a passionate 
disturbance of the balance of the soul. Connected with this too is his 
insistence on the close connection between 8vuós and wrath." 

Later Evagrian asceticism presupposed Evagrius' own position, but 
hardly contributed much to the development of the tradition. 7ractatus 
ad eumdem Eulogium—which is hardly to be attributed to Evagrius 
himself—however defines wrath in a characteristic way as the "law of 

0vuós",! and in the compilation from Cassian called De octo vitiosis 
cogitationibus the negative evaluation of these two terms— which are 
practically identified —is strongly emphasized. 


The Cappadocian Fathers and the trichotomy 


When we now turn our attention to the Cappadocian Fathers, it becomes 
evident from the beginning that they naturally take the trichotomy for 


19 Cent. gnost. 4. 73; PO 28, р. 169. 

120 See Cent. gnost. 3. 59; OCP 5 (1939), p. 230. 

121 Cent. gnost. 6. 83; PO 28, p. 253. 

22 Сет. gnost. 5. 27; OCP 5 (1939), p. 231; cf. Ps.-Orig., Sel. in Psalm. 149, 6; PG 12, 
1681 B. 

13 Сет. gnost. 6. 85; PO 28, p. 253. 

IM Loc. cit. 

125 See e.g. Cent. gnost. 5. 27; OCP 5 (1939), p. 231. 

26 See De octo vit. cogitat. 6; PG 40, 1273 A. 

17 See PG 79, 1144 А. 

128 Wrath is defined as иттпр uavías. Here we also find the Evagrian idea Ша! 0vjós 
requires a stronger medicine than emOvpia. See PG 79, 1453 A-C.—It should be noted 
here in addition that an ascetic writer such as Diadochus of Photice, on the other hand, 
does not seem to be familiar with the trichotomy. 
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granted. Thereby a certain polarity between the irascible and the 
concupiscible elements is also presupposed by them. The trichotom 

itself, however, presupposes the basic dichotomy which we have und 
tioned as a general characteristic of the Greek Christian writers. Thus 
Basil e.g. reckons with a duality in man between a principle of vitality 
(готікт) and a principle of intellect (деорттакт), which corresponds with 
the Platonic duality between the intelligible and the passible elements 

Basil's adherence to this tradition is further demonstrated by his possible 
use of the Platonic image of chariot and driver.!? His analysis of the triad 
of anger (8vj.0s), grief and fear, which are all regarded as an intoxication 
of the зощ, is on the other hand, probably partly Stoic in origin. дурдв 
15 further very closely linked with wrath,?! though when defining their 
relationship he calls дудд5 a disposition (81&0€ous) and wrath an impulse 
(дрит).!? 

The most important example of the Cappadocian understanding of 
our trichotomy is, however, provided by Gregory of Nyssa in his De 
anima et resurrectione. There we are allowed to follow a conversation 
between Gregory and his sister, “the teacher" Macrina, where the latter 
discusses the question whether the concupiscible and irascible elements 
in man are of the same nature as the soul and really belong to it. She 
underlines, that one should make the Holy Scriptures the rule and 
therefore neglect the Platonic image of the chariot, the pair of horses and 
the driver." But since the Bible sees the soul as the image of God, she 
concludes that all that is foreign to God has no natural relationship to the 
soul.’ Thus it is already clear that the two terms are seen in a negative 
perspective. According to Macrina this negative understanding is further 
favoured by the fact that even the animals possess irascible and 
concupiscible faculties." In reply to a question of Gregory, Macrina 


до Const. asc. 2, 1; PG 31, 1340 С-1341 C. (This text however, has been regarded as 
Е вее QUASTEN, Patrology 3, Utrecht/Antwerp— Westminster, Maryland 1960, р. 

130 See Basil, De Jejun., hom. 1; PG 31, 181 В. 

S: дуцов is called a pavia, see Hom. adv. irat. 1; PG 31, 356 В. 

m. See Reg. brev., interr. 55; PG 31, 1120 B. On the development of the concept of ори? 
within Stoic thinking, see e.g. R.-A. GAUTHIER, S. Maxime le Confesseur et la psychologie de 
ae oon RTAM 21 Md p. 65 f. 2 оош definition of Basil is that of дуцов as 

15, preventing Ше 7óvos of the i i 
иши ae dun Е т soul from being directed towards Ше good, 

33 De anima et resurr.; PG 46, 49 BC. 

34 PG 46, 52 AB. 

55 PG 46, 53 A. Here the Platonic understanding is obviously no obstacle. In other 
contexts Gregory rather follows Aristotle in his distinctions between the nutritive, sensible 
and rational soul, which triad he identifies with both the Pauline and the Platonic 
trichotomy, see LADNER, DOP 12 (1958), p. 70 f. and 74. ща 
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then argues that since Moses, who has himself given the definition of the 
image of God, according to Scripture was superior to anger and concu- 
piscence, it is impossible that those two latter elements should belong to 
the nature of the soul.'?* They are merely accidental, their passions arrive 
from outside and man may thus be liberated from them." 

We see here that to Gregory, whose real ideas Macrina obviously 
expresses, the negative understanding of the concrete passible elements 
has led to a denial of their consubstantiality with the human soul. The 
Platonic ambiguity at this point has given way to a more or less Stoic 
evaluation of the passible faculties.?* We shall see later how such ап 
entirely negative conclusion is excluded in Maximus’ thinking. 


Nemesius and Ps.-Denis—a more positive approach 


This last suggestion, which we shall later exemplify, leads us naturally to 
ask whether there are no other writers, in whom a more positive 
evaluation, which might have also influenced Maximus, is to be found. 
The answer is that there are at least two writers, who should be brought 
into the foreground when we thus ask for a more positive approach: 
Nemesius of Emesa and Ps.-Denis. 

In Nemesius we find, first of all, a basic dichotomy between a rational 
and an irrational element. The rational element contains thought, 
memory and higher imagination, while the irrational element is itself 
differentiated into two categories, that which is susceptible to reason and 
that which is entirely uncontrolled by reason. Through this arrangement 
Nemesius is obviously in the position to affirm both the possible 
obedience of the passible part to reason, and its close relationship to the 
body. Both the irascible and the concupiscible element of the human soul 
thus belong to that part which is susceptible to reason, while the physical 
appetites do not.? In this way Nemesius gives room for a more positive 
evaluation of the passible faculties than we usually find in Christian 
writers. 

Nemesius, who localizes concupiscence in the liver and anger in the 
heart, goes far enough on this line to state that in men who live in 


6 PG 46, 53 С. 

1? PG 46, 53 D-56 A. 

33 Being a counterpart to Plato's Phaedo this dialogue otherwise in general provides a 
good opportunity for a comparison between Platonism and Gregory's position; see the 
special study on this topic: M. PELLEGRINO, Il Platonismo di San Grigorio Nisseno nel 
Dialogo intorno all’ anima e alla risurrezione, REN 30 (1938), pp. 437-474. 

19 See e.g. B. DoMANSKI, Die Psychologie des Nemesius, Münster 1900, p. 74, where a 
summarizing picture is given of how Nemesius differentiates the soul. 
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harmony with nature, it is in the very nature of these two passions to 
obey reason. In this case Ше Stoic àmá6eia is apparently far from the 
only possible attitude, for Nemesius goes on to say that they submit or 
rouse themselves as reason commands. In fact, life could not continue 
without them." Another expression of this positive evaluation is 
Nemesius’ insistance that as transgressions anger and concupiscence are 
not involuntary.'*! The fact that they lead to pleasure (7дотп) or grief 
prove that they are not.'” | 
| This positive view, however, does not imply that the Stoic perspective 
is entirely left out. One can, in fact, say that the mainly Stoic element of 
the four cardinal passions is integrated with the Platonic trichotomy into 
a mainly Aristotelian scheme.!*? As a vice дудов is further identified with 
wrath, vindictiveness and rancour.!^ 

Nemesius of Emesa thus obviously belongs among those Christian 
writers who were in a position to modify the Alexandrian and Nyssene 
Christian influence on Maximus in relation to his interpretation of the 
trichotomy.'® Ps.-Denis is another. The triad of reason, anger and 
concupiscence is a normal element in his system.' As such, anger and 
concupiscence are further regarded as characteristic of irrational crea- 
tures. But when we find them in reasonable beings, they must be 
interpreted in another way.'*’ The irascible and the concupiscible ele- 
ments in man include valuable possibilities. 

Thus, we are not only allowed to speak of a righteous anger in relation 
to God himself, but we must, according to Ps.-Denis, allow for a 
spiritual interpretation of these faculties, a spiritual counterpart to them 
even on the heavenly level. Thus, the anger of animals may be a symbol of 

4 De nat. hom. 16; PG 40, 672 B-673 A. 

^! Thid. 30; 724 AB. 

42 Ibid, 32; 729 B. 
me nites npe da ICH in rg De OR of Nemesius' treatment of 
ch. an with fear, to which is added ch. oi onan при а 

* De nat. hom. 21; PG 40, 692 А. 

!* We shall soon discuss the amount of Nemesius’ influence at this particular point. In 


fact, Maximus quotes Nemesius literally from time to time; cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 71 f. 
and n. 67-68. i ка | 


| Зи See Ep. 8, 3 f.; PG 3, 1093 A and C. In De div. nom. 4, 23 he mentions, however, an 
ds triad of anger, desire and occasional imagination, characteristic of demons (PG 3, 725 


y: 

4? De coel. hier. 2, 4; PG 3, 141 D-144 A. However, Ps.-Denis is eager to emphasize 
па there p a ране of Це soul as there are parts of the body, but he follows Plato by 
referring—though only symbolically— 6vjés to the chest and erióvpía t 
div. nom. 9, 5; PG 3, 913 A. б НОЕ 

M8 Ер. 8, 1; PG 3, 1085 A and 1089 C. 
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spiritual courage, and their desire a symbol of love (Еро) for God.!'? And 
on the human level, Ps.-Denis goes so far as to affirm that a person who is 
deprived of what is good because of his unreasonable concupiscence, has 
nevertheless a share in the good, in virtue of the reflection of a true good 
which is inherent in his evil alliances themselves. Again he asserts that a 
person who is filled with anger shares in the same way in the good, in 
virtue of the aspiration which anger itself exemplifies, though this 
aspiration ought to have been directed towards God.? 

We may thus conclude that a Platonic ambiguity in relation to the 
concepts of the irascible and the concupiscible elements in man returns 
in Ps.-Denis. This, of course, does not exclude the fact that concupis- 
cence is usually seen as something evil and ĝvpós is usually identified 
with wrath. This tendency is demonstrated not only by the fact that 
Ps.-Denis agrees to denote the wrath of God by the word дуров, 2! but 
also by his use of a combination of words such as strife and anger («рид 
кой душов).!52 There is also a Platonic element in his conviction that even 
the animals are provided with anger and concupiscence,'” and that the 
irascible element is related to the chest or the heart, and the 
concupiscible element to the belly, while the reasonable element is 
related to the head. '?* 


The background of Maximus’ use of the trichotomy of rational, irascible 
and concupiscible is, as we have now seen, both rich and complicated. 
Where the Stoic tradition dominates, the last two faculties are entirely 
regarded from the point of view that they give rise to irrational passions 
which must be overcome in complete detachment (&á6evo). The idea 
that man is a unity does not prevent this conclusion. Where the Platonic 
tradition dominates, on the other hand, a certain ambivalence 
characterizes the passible faculties, in spite of the fact that they belong to 
the bodily and irrational side of the basic dichotomy between intelligible 
and sensible, rational and irrational. In most Christian writers а Stoic, 
negative evaluation of anger and concupiscence is combined with a 
Platonic insistence on both the trichotomy and the dichotomy. This 
combination strengthens the negative evaluation, as we have found in a 
number of Alexandrian writers. This tendency is apparent in Evagrius, 

149 De coel. hier. 15, 8; PG 3, 337 B. 

150 See De div. nom. 4, 20; PG 3, 720 ВС. 

191 Cf, p. 186, n. 99. 

12 De div. nom. 11, 5; PG 3, 953 А. 


153 Ibid. 4, 25; PG 3, 728 B. 
154 In De div. nom. 9, 5; PG 3,913 A, these references are at least regarded as filled with 


symbolical meaning. 
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who usually identifies vovs with the reasonable element though 
other hand, with his practical and ascetic experience of as 8 Ше 
he never oversimplifies Ше issue. In such a writer as Nemesius VEM 
however, we have found a more genuine insistence both on True 
dichotomy and on a positive evaluation of the passible faculties as а h 
| Тһе мау was thus prepared for Maximus to work towards па 
Integration of Evagrius' practical experience and systematic treatme tof 
the life of the human passions, related to the trichotomy, into a Sae 
which gives to man a central and mediating position, and thus allows for 
the positive opportunities inherent in all the elements of the human Бан 
We shall soon see, how Ше balancing aspects of differentiation and 


unity are at play in Maximus' use of the inherited i j 
idea of 
the human soul. THOSE 


4. The trichotomy and Maximus' allegorical Scripture 
interpretations 


The importance which Maximus attaches to the triad of the rational 
irascible and concupiscible elements or faculties of the human soul is 
demonstrated in different ways. The differentiation which this triad 
implies and the discernment which it requires is obviously dear to him. It 
may be all the more so, since it does not according to Maximus’ general 
understanding of created differentiations—interfere with the unity of 
man, which he affirms in principle. An excellent example of how this 
differentiation in the human soul appeals, in Maximus' view, to the 
power of spiritual discernment, is the extent to which it is used in his 
allegorical Scripture interpretations—which allow, at the same time, for 
a characteristic insistence on man as a spiritual unity willed by God let 
us give some examples. | 


The negative aspect of disintegration through the trichotomy 


The idea of a three-fold spiritual discernment related to the negative 
aspect of the faculties of the soul—i.e. to their misuse in fallen man—is 
perhaps best illustrated by Maximus' allegorical interpretation of Acts 
10: 12 ff. The sword with which Peter was supposed to kill the animals on 
the great sheet is thus interpreted as the sword of the Spirit, the word of 
God, and the variety of animals as the variety of human passions. "s Peter 


55 Thal 27; CCSG 7, p. 195 ff. —Cf. Ori i 
| 27, ‚Р. : . Origen who says in a fragment of the Catenae that 
the differentiation of animals in the text serves to distingui i еще 
“sins” (In Matth, fr. 137 II; GCS Orig. 12, p : S stinguish between different kinds of 
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now both distinguishes between them and sacrifices them. The creeping 
animals thereby symbolize those who have their concupiscible element 
attached to worldly things, the wild beasts those who stir up their 
irascible element to one another's destruction, and finally the birds those 
who puff up their rational element entirely for pride.'^6 

Here we see that the differentiation dealt with, is first of all regarded 
as one of passions. Maximus’ use of the symbolism of animals underlines 
this tendency. The reference to birds and to the different kinds of animals 
we have found to be Еуарпап.!? However, we should notice that the 
reasonable element is also included in this perspective." And more 
important, Maximus immediately goes on to say that, through Peter's 
sacrifice, they are all transformed, so that souls filled with desire now 
long for heavenly things, those filled with anger are mild and benevolent 
towards other human beings, and those filled with pride are meek and 
God-loving.^ Thus, the three faculties are not evil in themselves. 
Everything depends on their use. Put in the right order and perspective, 
they may serve the real purpose of the whole of man. 

But then we also see clearly, why Maximus distinguishes so conscien- 
tiously between the different parts; they are expressions of the different 
relationships into which man has been introduced: the concupiscible 
element represents man's relationship to the lower world and thus is 
called to express his basic direction of being, attachment to a higher 
cause; the irascible element represents primarily the inter-human rela- 
tionship; and the rational element the relationship to God as Intellect 
and Spirit. 

Other allegorical interpretations where the negative aspect is predom- 
inant, are for instance related to 1 Sam. 17:34-37, where the lion and the 
bear slain by David (figure of Christ) are interpreted as anger and 
concupiscence, and the sheep as the reasonable element of the soul, 
always in danger of being swallowed up by the sensible passions,!® ог 

36 Thal 27; CCSG 7, p. 197. 

157 See Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 1. 53; OCP 5 (1939), p. 230; cf. p. 189 above. This 
tradition goes back at least to Plato who in The Republic calls the passible elements та 
6npuo6 (589 d) and the concupiscible element то офешдев (590 b). 

_ 188 Even Evagrius includes it, but the important difference is that this element in 
Evagrius’ view is represented by the fallen mind (voùs); see р. 189 above. Of particular 


importance also, of course, is the general Origenist background to all that Evagrius has to 
say about the constitution of man. 

19 Thal 27; CCSG 7, р. 197.—About Peter as a model of the ascetic, see BLOWERS, 
op.cit., p. 66. 

10 Thal 53; CCSG 7, p. 431 and QuDub. 1 37; ССС 10, p. 153. Already Plato called 
the irascible element ro Aeovr@des (Res. publ. 9; 590 b). Cf. also Origen, In Ezech., hom. 1, 
16; GCS Orig. 8, p. 340, where iracundia is symbolized by tbe face of the lion. 
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again to Ps. (90) 91:13 j 
та oun еы Ше Поп and Ше dragon are interpreted as 
The negative perspective is also predominant when “male and 
female", overcome in Christ, in Gal. 3: 28 are interpreted in Maximus’ 
commentary to the Lord's Prayer as anger and concupiscence.!? This ba 
further to be combined with Maximus’ insistence, in the same text A 
the idea that the only one who fulfils the will of God on earth as it а 
heaven 15 he who, mystically, pays service to God with his reasonable 
power alone, separated from anger and concupiscence. For in heaven 
there is “по concupiscence, dissolving Ше mind through pleasure", and 
no furious anger which barks indecently" at those of the same race but 
only reason (Aóyos) which leads reasonable beings naturally to the first 
Logos.'^* Similar too is the idea that the “flesh and blood" of 1 Cor. 15: 
50, which cannot inherit the kingdom of God, is to be understood as 
concupiscence and anger.!* 


The positive or neutral aspect of unity in trichotomy 


A positive perspective Is dominant in other Maximian interpretations of 
a similar kind. In these cases the relationship between the triad and the 
mind as man's spiritual subject is usually also pointed out. Thus 
Hezekiah of 2 Chron. 32:2 is interpreted as the mind ruling in 
Jerusalem, i.e. the soul,!9 and the seniors and chiefs with BO he is said 
to have taken counsel (v. 4) are consequently the three faculties of the 
soul. They are called seniors, because they are the first powers of the soul 

and chiefs because they provide a starting-point for other movements. 
And a right use of these faculties includes faith (the rational element), 


charity (the concupiscible element) and peace irasci 
th 
respectively. ść ) p (the irascible element) 


i Ер 34; PG 91, 628 D—629A. 
rDom; CCSG 23, p. 47. The idea of an 1 i 
Jom; í 7. ger as male and concupiscence аз fi 
MR E (see me shaders в: 3; Сонм в WENDLAND, 2, p. 1 10) and in Ee of 
rom. 3. 13; Clem. 2, p. 238, 29).— is 1 ion i 
а is further ch. VI: 6 (pp. 376-380) Below, парна реа 
rDom; CCSG 23, p. 57 f. In this text Ше negati i 
| » . In. gative aspect—and the Eva 
vai eo to be particularly dominant, though it also indirectly does give a е 
е idea of a transformation, in asceticism, of all three faculties (896 C). 
dece ср, d 10, P 55. "e на Thal 62; CCSG 22, p. 129, where Ше wood and 
ў en down t i i 
concupiscence Пена y Ше Lord in the house of the soul, are said to be 
Тва! 49; CCSG 7, p. 351. In the onomastica sacra Hezekiah i | 
) ч ‚Р. А ezekiah is regularly interpreted 
as power, strength or rule, see F. Wurz, Onomasti : EST 
p. 358. Cf. also BLowers, op.cit., p. 116. I ради 
1 CCSG 7, p. 355. 
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Likewise, the “city” of Mark 14: 13 is interpreted as the soul,'®’ and 
the master of the house of Luke 22: 11 as Ше mind.'® The unity of the 
soul, as well as its image character, 1s further underlined by Maximus, 
when he interprets the robe of Jesus, woven from the top throughout, of 
John 19: 23, as referring to the soul, having its kinship with the heavenly 
world.!9 From there it is no great step to the interpretation of the three 
days in which the multitudes were with Jesus in the desert (Matth. 15: 32) 
as symbolizing the three faculties of the soul, through which man seeks, 
longs and fights respectively.'” 

Finally, a double perspective is present for example in Maximus' 
interpretation of the different sacrificial animals of the old Israel as the 
different elements and spiritual qualities of the soul. Thus the ram, in 
Maximus’ view, refers to the rational part, the bull to Ше irascible part, 
the goat to the concupiscible part, while the turtledove symbolizes 
moderation and the pigeon sanctification. These elements are thus 
presented in a neutral sense, but Maximus adds also that the pupil of the 
eye should be referred to the Sun of righteousness, which is in its turn to 
be identified with the mind (vovs). Therefore, it is once more the 
relationship to the mind which is the decisive Еастог. 

The same is true of Maximus’ interpretation of Neh. 7: 67, where the 
foreign servants of both sexes are interpreted as anger and concupis- 
cence, for which the mind should care, so that concupiscence is turned 
into a desire for divine things, and anger into an incessant energy of 
desire. Thus these foreign servants may be made by grace into true 
Hebrews.!? The rôle of the mind is decisive. But the insistence on the fact 
that the servants are foreigners and are made into Hebrews only by grace, 
shows how important the basic dichotomy is to Maximus, and reveals 
too that the split caused by sin, which is always related to this dichotomy, 
is not overcome by man's efforts but by the grace of God. 

It is thus clear, that Scripture itself, at least when it is interpreted 
tropologically,'? refers, in Maximus’ opinion, to the trichotomy of man, 
and this triad is thus not merely accidental. It is based on the purpose 
which God has set before man, and in the end that is why it allows for an 
allegorical interpretation. But this leads, in its turn, to the fact that it 15 as 


1€ Thal 3; CCSG 7, р. 57. 

1 CCSG 7, p. 59. 

18 Thal 4; CCSG 7, p. 63. 

1 Thal 39; CCSG 7, p. 259. In the text there is no explicit reference to our trichotomy, 
but the scholies provide one without hesitation, see PG 90, 393 B. 

1 See QuDub 17; CCSG 10, p. 13 f. 

12 Thal 55; CCSG 7, р. 499 ff. 

13 See Thal 62; CCSG 22, p. 129 (тротіко). 
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important to point out the aspect of unity in thi 
* я а 5 
differentiation. 1 context as the aspect of 


5. The trichotomy and human differentiation 


We have seen that Maximus frequently and consistently uses the trichot- 
omy with which we are dealing in this section. The differentiation of the 
human soul which it implies, however, may be seen either in a negative or 
in a positive perspective. In the first instance it leads to an analysis of the 
human passions, in which Maximus often follows Evagrius and the 
Alexandrian tradition, and in the second instance it leads to an affirma 
tion of the róle which the different faculties of the soul have to pla n 
man 5 ascetic endeavour, his sanctification and restoration to a LAE 
relationship to his divine Cause and End. Here also Maximus to some 
extent follows Evagrius, but he even introduces view-points earlier 
represented by such writers as Nemesius and Ps.-Denis, and puts them 
into his general view of man's middle position and task of mediation 

This double perspective of the trichotomy can, of course, be illus- 
trated in relation to each of its elements. A short study of Maximus’ 
treatment of these different elements will show this. 


The concupiscible element in human differentiation 


The concupiscible element is the element of desire which i j 
responsible for the fall of man.' In fallen reed this is ас она 
fact, so that when the concupiscible element is frequently disturbed, its 
result is a fixed habit of pleasure (#é0v7).' For this reason the old man 
may be said to be corrupt according to his deceitful lusts (Eph. 4: 22).176 
Symbolized by armlets, concupiscence denotes acts made for the sake of 
lust, though ignorance is often said to be the real root of passions.!”’ As 
we shall see in Chapter V, which is devoted particularly to catalogues of 
vices and virtues, these different acts may be clearly distinguished from 
each other and labelled as distinct vices. 
| The general psychological process by which this evil becomes active 
E A P AG increta in a way which is in good general accord 
e Gree ristian traditi i i i 
MENU ORE dition, influenced by Stoic teaching, to 


Thus in Amb 10 he puts the question how (bad) pleasure is born, and 


"4 See e.g. Thal 62, CCSG 22, p. 129. 


13 Char 2. 70; CSC, p. 126. 
is Ep 32; PG 91, 625 D. 
Thal 16; CCSG 7, p. 107 ff. (the passage refers indirectly to Ex. 32: 2-3). 
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answers that all pleasure derived from what 1s forbidden comes from a 
passion for something sensible mediated by sensation. Pleasure is, in 
fact, a kind of sensation formed in the sense by the sensible object, or a 
sense activity related to an irrational desire." For а desire (Епдурга) 
combined with a particular sense, is changed into pleasure, when it 
brings a certain experience to the sense, and a sense moved by desire 
effects pleasure, when it attains to the sensed object.'? On account of the 
fact that the human soul in its middle position is related both to God and 
to the sensible world, this process has to be transformed, through 
asceticism and the development of virtues, into a God-ward movement, 
establishing a true order and unity in man. 

The good use of the concupiscible faculty is, in fact, strongly 
underlined by Maximus. For in the same way in which he allows for a 
true pleasure (Ядот?) related to the divine realities, so also he allows for a 
true desire, implying a good use of the concupiscible element. Basically 
this possibility is inherent in God's purpose for man, the microcosm. 

Maximus thus points out that all the faculties of the soul can be 
“logicized”, and when that happens, the concupiscible desire is trans- 
formed into joy, a legitimate use of man's capacity for pleasure in 
accordance with the will of God.'* In another text Maximus shows that 
when the concupiscible faculty is properly used, it is the vehicle of divine 
love, through which man in ardent desire (1600s) for God is kept in 
indissoluble relation to that which he desires. '®' 

Thus Maximus’ statements about the positive use of the 
concupiscible element obviously imply that the passionate attachment to 
the world of the senses which is characteristic of its use in fallen man, 
may be restored to an attachment to God, where the element of 
passionate affection is preserved, but the object is different.'” 





18 This understanding of sensation corresponds at the same time— mutatis mutandis 
—to what, in Aristotle’s analysis, happens in relation to any kind of wish; see Met. 6, 7; 
1032 b; cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 59. 

19 PG 91, 1112 С; cf. HausHERR, Philautie, p. 61. 

180 Amb 6; PG 91, 1068 A. Reference is given here to two biblical examples of true joy: 
the joy of John the Baptist in his mother’s womb (Luke 1: 41) and David’s joy at the entry of 
the ark (2 Sam. 6).—It should be noticed here that the Epicurean distinction between joy of 
the mind and pleasure of the body had earlier been mentioned but hardly accepted by 
Nemesius, see De nat. hom. 18; PG 40, 681 A-684 A. The decisive difference according to 
Maximus is, of course, not where the pleasure is experienced, but what object it is which 
causes the pleasure, and that it is in accordance with the will of God and not with the 
egoistic will of man. 

181 Thal 49; CCSG 7, p. 355; cf. Ep 2; PG 91, 397 В, where in the same context the same 


aspect of тддов is underlined. 
82 Evagrius also allows for some positive function of the concupiscible element. 
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The irascible element in differentiation 


The irascible element is perhaps not as frequently put into a negativ 
perspective as the concupiscible element.!? There is, however, по differ. 
ence in principle, such as would make the irascible element mor 
ambiguous than the concupiscible element, as in the case of Plato AS 
with the concupiscible faculty, all depends on its use. However Abs 
irascible faculty is usually directed towards other human beings 184 The 
power of aggression is, of course, an inner quality, but it is most 
frequently exercised on the horizontal level. When put into the service of 
self-love—which is exercized primarily in the activities of i 
concupiscible element—it leads to a tyranny, which is not onl ihe 
tyranny of the passion itself within one’s own soul but, in ee с 
opinion, first of all a tyranny over others.!5 | E 
Maximus’ insistence on this inter-human character of anger seems to 
x re strong, though this aspect is also to be found in some of 
2 ср ecessors, such as Еуаргіиѕ,!* Nilus,'*’ Саѕѕіап,! and particularly 
Maximus’ affirmation that anger tyrannically leads to imagination 
and establishes a manner of thought which is outside the law of nature 
probably lies on the same line, since “nature” may here refer particular! 
to human nature as common to all men.!” i 
Sometimes the stress lies, however, more on the inner condition of 
the soul. Such is the case, when Maximus emphasizes that a temper 
which Is constantly stirred, has as its result a cowardly and unmanly 
mind, though he goes on to say that such a disease of the irascible element 
1$ healed through a number of virtues, which are entirely active in 
the field of neighbourly relations.?! Of a similar character—and 


3 This difference of evaluation has been noti j 
: ced by Damaris, Un traité de théologi 
A P a who says that Maximus is particularly ТА 
) a ectivité”, ut that “. . . ceux de l'agressivité semblent l'avoi 
e moins frappé". Maximus thus—practically— preserves to some лете 
mi s: position of anger which we found in the Platonic tradition as well as in Aristotle (see 
pp. ee vnb ur his principle of an equal evaluation is clear. 
вн e results 1n hate, says Maximus in Char 3. 3; CSC, p. 144. See further ch. V: 
85 See e.g. Ep 2; PG 91, 397 A and Ep 27; 
: З р 27; 620 C. СЕ ch. Ш: B, 3 (р. 161) ab 
_ I8 See e.g. De octo vit. cogitat. 6; PG 40, 1273 A and MEA 
А travers la tradition manuscrite, p. 47 (no. 22). Е 
187 See De octo spir. mal. 9; РС 79, 1153 CD. 
9 ВЕ octo vit. cogitat.; PG 79, 1453 А-С. 
ee e.g. Hom. adv. irat. І; PG 31, 356 A; 3; 360 D : 
 OrDom CCSG 23, p. 47. n и 
I! Char 2. 70; CSC, р. 126. 
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equally ambivalent—is Ше allegorical interpretation of the neckpiece 
as referring to anger, since the neck is the т0тов of “majesty and 
tyranny".!? 

The inter-human perspective is, of course, also preserved by 
Maximus when he deals with the positive use of the irascible faculty. 
However this is not exclusively the case. The neighbourly relationship 
obviously dominates the picture, when he affirms—in a way which 
reminds one of Evagrius?— that the positive counterpart to a misuse of 
this element is provided by charity.?* Of a different character however is 
his emphasis on the preservation of the full vigour of tbe irascible 
element within the life of virtues, for here the stress is on the inner 
quality which this element гергеѕепіѕ.'° 

But more important, the good use of this element, like that of the 
concupiscible part, also implies a particular quality in the relationship to 
God. This is made clear in Thal 49, where it is said that thanks to the 
faculty of the irascible element, the human soul may cling to the divine 
peace and thereby strengthen the movement of desire (ёт:Өиша) towards 
the divine love (fpes), which thus should animate the concupiscible 
element. And it is most explicitly affirmed in Ep 2, where the 
transformed power of anger is supposed to result in a fighting spirit for 
the attainment of the divine end, which is God himself.'”’ It should be 
noted that Evagrius hardly goes so far.’ 


The rational element in differentiation 


When we now turn our attention to the rational element, it must be 
mentioned first of all that the positive and negative aspects are both 
equally relevant to this highest element, just as they were to the lower 
parts of the human soul. At this point particularly Maximus shows his 
independence in relation to Evagrius. Not that Evagrius would deny that 


1? Thal 16; ССС 7, р. 107. 

193 See Pract. 1. 26; PG 40, 1228 D; Cent. gnost. 1. 84; PO 28, p. 57 and 3. 35; p. 111. 

1 Amb 6; PG 91, 1068 A. 

195 See Thal 55; CCSG 7, p. 503. A corresponding idea in Evagrius is that the irascible 
element has to be “hardened”, Cent. gnost. 6. 41; PO 28, p. 235. Evagrius stresses also 
the duty of the irascible part to “fight” for the virtue, see p. 189, n. 118 above and n. 198 
below. 

1% CCSG 7, p. 355. 

7 PG 91, 397 B. 

5! When Evagrius mentions the good use of the irascible element, he only underlines 
that it may fight for those virtues, which the concupiscible element desires (Pract. 1. 58; PG 
40, 1233 D-1236 A), that it may be transformed into courage and endurance (Pract. 1. 61; 
1236 AB) and that it should be filled with humility (Cent. gnost. 4. 73; PO 28, p. 169). 
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the reasonable element in fallen man is deeply marked by sin, but that 
pu: identification of this element with the mind (vous) 19 this 
ruth 1s to a great extent obscured by his e insiste 

the "divine" character of the d Sere ааа 

Maximus, on the contrary, distinguishes the mind from the reason- 
able element and regards it as man’s spiritual subject, of course affected 
by sin, but with a more direct relationship to all three parts of the soul.” 
Thus, the mind is to him never considered as the only true “part” of 
man, fallen into the trap of sensible creation and trying to return to its 
true home,"! but it is the self of man entrusted with a divine call to 
restore, through its own unity, the created world which has been rent 
asunder by sin. The need for a transformation of the reasonable element 
is thus equally great as for the other faculties. 

It should, of course, not be denied that there is a difference between 
the negative perspective as it is applied to the rational element and as it is 
applied to the other elements. For the rational element is not passible in a 
direct sense, and thus it depends, as far as its vices are concerned upon 
the impulses which it receives from the other elements. It is from the 
testimony of the senses that it arrives at the false opinions and imagina- 
tions which darken its true faculty. Its primary vice is therefore ex- 
pressed in a negative term, ignorance (@yvoia), i.e. ignorance of its divine 
Cause and End, which prepares it to fall a prey to all these imaginations 
from outside. But since all this depends on the decisions of the will of 
man, the passible parts are in principle not more responsible for his fall 
than the rational part.’ By ап act of will man turns his attention from 
God to the world of the senses. He empties himself of the natural 
relationship to God, which exists already thanks to the pre-existent 
relation between the Logos and the /ogos of his human nature. Thus 
Maximus can say, not only that self-love, which is primarily the vice of 
the concupiscible element, is the mother of passions and vices,?? but also 
that ignorance is the cause and mother of the vices.” Ignorance and folly 
can be said to be the result of the misuse of the rational faculty.” 


' This identification is particularly apparent in Cent. gnost.; i i 
: .; in Pract. ith 

he speaks of the reasonable element in the same way as Rae о 

а Cf. ch. III: A, 2; p. 112 f. above. 

ms This is the Origenist view which lies behind Evagrius' statements at this point. 

E oe P e the ee psychological analysis of Ep 2; PG 91, 396 D-397 A 

ar 2. 8; CSC, p. 92 and 2. 59; p. 122. і : A, 1 (F 

232-248 below, P p See further on self-love, ch. V: A, 1 (pp. 

?* Thal, Prol. CCSG 7, р. 31 and 16; CCSG 7, p. 107 ff. 

35 Char 3. 3; CSC, p. 144. 
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Another result is pride, because forgetful of God man elevates himself in 
an unfitting way.” 

A good use of the rational faculty, consequently, establishes a direct 
relationship to God. Thus, according to Maximus, it gives birth to faith, 
which implies knowledge and information about Сой, and is filled 
with knowledge and prudence.” Converted and transformed it is 
engaged in an enlightened search ((7тпо:5) for God alone,” devoting 
itself to the different degrees of true rational examination (épeóvnovs and 
&£epévvnaws)"? and aided to a greater or lesser degree by virtues implied 
in a good use of the other faculties. 

The “earrings” of Ex. 32: 3 are interpreted as referring to the rational 
faculty, since the ear is a symbol of the /ogos;?!! and among the sacrificial 
animals of Israel the ram as the most important of them symbolizes the 
rational faculty, but also man as a whole as a "rational sheep" ^^ The 
rational element has finally to be nurtured by spiritual contemplation 
and prayer.’ 


We have seen how the aspect of differentiation, as it is applied to the 
trichotomy of the soul, pertains both to the negative and the posi- 
tive perspective of each of the elements of the triad. In the first 
place differentiation leads to passions and vices characteristic of each 
element respectively, and thereby to a dissolution of the soul, torn 
asunder by these passions. In the second place, however, differentia- 
tion is the starting-point for a process of the reintegration of man, 
in which each element may contribute what is proper to it, establishing 
and strengthening a true relationship of the whole of man to God, 
other human beings and the created world. This positive implication 
will become still more clear, when we come to consider the opposite 
aspect. 


26 Thal 27; CCSG 7, p. 197. 

2? Thal 49; CCSG 7, p. 355. 

23 Char 3. 3; CSC, p. 144. 

29 See e.g. Thal 39; CCSG 7, p. 259; OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 58 and Ep 2; PG 91, 397 B. 

210 See Maximus’ analysis of these and their corresponding terms, related to the 
function of the mind, in Thal 59; CCSG 22, p. 65. 

21 Thal 16; CCSG 7, р. 107. 

22 OuDub 17, CCSG 10, p. 13f. 

13 Char 4. 15; CSC, p. 200 and 4. 44; p. 212. It should be noted that Evagrius, speaking 
in Pract. on the good use of the reasonable faculty, says that it should devote itself to natural 
contemplation and contain фрӧртотѕ, обуеотв and cogía (see Pract. 1. 58 and 61; PG 40, 
1236 A). 
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6. The trichotomy and the mind in human unity and 
unification | 


In our last section we found it necessary to refer to Evagrius and to 
compare Maximus with him, for it seemed obvious that, as far as the 
analysis of the function of the trichotomy is concerned, Maximus must 
have taken over a considerable amount of material from Evagrius and the 
Evagrian tradition. In this section we should rather turn our attention to 
Nemesius and Ps.-Denis, since they have both made important contribu- 
tions to the Christian understanding of the created unity of the human 
soul and the function of integration, which is to be performed by man 
through the faculties of his soul. Here Maximus' immediate dependence 
is not as easily demonstrated as in the case of Evagrius. As regards 
Ps.-Denis, however, we must allow for a general influence observable 
everywhere in Maximus’ writings.?!^ As regards Nemesius, there is a 
section of Amb 10, which consists of quotations from Nemesius precisely 
in relation to the different powers and faculties of the soul, and which at 
least proves that Maximus was well acquainted with Nemesius' analy- 
sis.^? Yet, the real influence of these writers at this particular point is 
difficult to demonstrate, and we shall have to be content with general 
references. 

But more important, as we have already emphasized,?5 is Maximus’ 
understanding of the mind (vovs) as the spiritual subject of man, related 
to the whole of the human composite. This is, of course, of equal 
importance in relation to the trichotomy of the soul. Our primary task in 
this section is therefore to show, how this function of the mind in relation 
to the different elements of the triad — negatively as well as positively— 
underlines the aspect of unity in trichotomy and of unification through 
trichotomy. 

Negatively Maximus' insistence on the mind as man's spiritual 


14 As regards Ps.-Denis' positive understanding of the elements of the trichotomy, see 
p. 193 f. above. 

75 The quotations are extensive and relate to a central analysis of the constitution of 
the soul. Their correspondence is almost perfect. The section is constructed as follows: 
Amb 10; PG 91, 1196 C = a combination of quotations from Nemesius, De nat. hom. 22; 
PG 40, 692 D-693 A, 16; 672 B and 672 B-673 A; PG 91, 1196 D = 17; PG 40, 676 B and 
C; PG 91, 1197 A < 17; PG 40, 676 C and 19; 688 A; PG 91, 1197 B — 20; PG 40, 688 
B-689 A and 21; 692 A; PG 91, 1197 C = De nat. hom. 21; PG 40, 692 B. The isolated 
character of this complicated quotation in Maximus' own context leads, however, to the 
suspicion that Maximus has quoted from a florilegium rather than that he has combined the 
extracts himself. This suspicion is further strengthened by the fact that the Nemesian 
dialectic of pleasure — grief (n8ov1— Av») is preserved and not replaced by the Maximian 
dialectic of pleasure— pain (60v1) — ddbv7). 

216 See ch. III: A, 2; p. 111 ff. 
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subject leads to the conclusion that the misuse of any of the elements of 
the human soul involves the mind itself, as well as the other elements of 
the soul, and leads in the end to a disintegration which is against the 
purpose placed before man. Thus, Maximus can say that it is the mind 
which in a sense sets the fire of the passions to all the elements,””’ and that 
the vigour of the mind itself is dissolved by concupiscence through 
pleasure. The paralysed man of Luke 5: 19 is further anagogically 
interpreted as the mind, which, sick in sins, cannot see the Logos through 
the door, i.e. natural contemplation.?? And in Char 1. 84 Maximus 
analyses the psychological process, by which this increasing darkness and 
disorder of the mind is brought about. It happens when the memory of 
something which has an appeal to the passible faculty of man calls forth a 
thought (Хоуодв, in the Evagrian ascetic tradition usually the term for 
a thought, which includes a temptation) in the mind and this rouses the 
corresponding passion, which leads in the end to the necessary consent of 
the mind, after which the actual sin is an immediate result.” 

This active function of the mind also in relation to man's misuse ofthe 
three elements of the soul is due to the fact that the mind itself is 
characterized by man's middle and mediating position. For it is 
Maximus’ conviction that the human mind is not only intellectual but 
also passible, and that likewise the human faculty of sensation is not only 
sensible but also intellectual?! Now, this reminds us clearly of Nemesius 
of Emesa, who affirms that both the irascible and the concupiscible 
elements are susceptible to reason, a conviction which Maximus explicit- 
ly quotes in Amb 10.77 

Against the background which we have now indicated, it becomes 
obvious that the relationship of the different parts of the soul to the mind 
is of equal importance also for the positive aspect, the unification and 
reintegration of man through Christ. Each mind, living by divine power, 
has these three "seniors and chiefs" at its positive disposal, Maximus 
underlines.22 It is at once the head of man, which has to be washed 
(Matth. 6:17), і.е. illuminated by divine knowledge," in order to 


27 Thal 16; CCSG 7, p. 107. 

218 OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 58. 

29 OuDub 162; CCSG 10, p. 113. 

20 CSC, p. 82. Cf. Nemesius’ conviction that the transgressions of anger and 
concupiscence are not involuntary, see e.g. De nat. hom. 30; PG 40, 724 A. 

221 See Amb 10; PG 91, 1116 A and the whole of Thal 25; CCSG 7, p. 159-171 (cf. A, 
1; p. 172 f. above). Sensation is “synthetic”, says Maximus, Amb 10; 1113 A. 

22 See PG 91, 1196 C, where Maximus quotes Nemesius, De nat. hom. 16; PG 40, 672 
B-673 A. 

23 Тпа! 49; CCSG 7, p. 355. 

74^ QuDub 70; CCSG 10, p. 54. 
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function as a true spiritual subject. And it is also engaged in a search for 
God (énrnois and éxfnrnous), which is not only encouraged by this 
knowledge (integrated into man through his rational faculty), but also 
strengthened by the desire and vigour which fill his passible parts.225 

Anger and concupiscence have certainly to be "logicized",26 and 
even, as Dalmais has pointed out, in the end to be in some way 
transcended (i.e. subsumed) by the supreme simplicity of the Adyos.22’ 
But this in itself is not all that has to be said. For Maximus also states that 
when it is emphasized that as man's reason should be directed to the 
search for God, so the concupiscible faculty should move in ardent desire 
for Him and the irascible faculty should fight to hold Him fast, all this 
could be better expressed in the following way: the mind should tend 
towards God, strengthened as it were by its irascible element and aflame 
with love through the extreme desire of the сопсиріѕсіЫе.22* In other 
words, the mind as man's spiritual subject should use all its faculties— 
and in this context the passible ones play an important róle. The 
reintegration of man and the fulfilment of his purpose through Christ is a 
matter not only of the intellect but also of will, emotion and temper—in 
order that he may arrive at a true relationship to God as man's Cause and 
End, a relationship carried by the will and manifested not only in 
"reasonable" communion, though this is primary, but also in virtues 
which engage the whole of man. | 

When we apply this aspect of unification to Ше trichotomy of man as 
we find it in Maximus' writings, it thus reveals that the róle of the mind as 
spiritual subject and as integrating factor is of the utmost importance. 
For through the mind consent is given either to a negative process which 
affects the whole of man and leads to disintegration, or to a positive 
process which also affects the whole of man and leads to a saving 
relationship with God, through which man is able to fulfil his task of 
integration and mediation. And in both perspectives, each element of the 
soul plays its part and effects the final result. Here as in other sections of 
Maximus' theology, created differentiation, represented by the trichoto- 
my of the soul, is so far from in itself threatening the unity of man, that it 
may serve the development of this unity by its differentiated power. The 
unity and the trichotomy of the human soul condition each other. 

But the mind as man’s subject and the will of man are always of 
decisive importance. For this reason we must now turn our attention to 


Maximus’ psychology of the will. 


225 Thal 59; CCSG 22, p. 65. 

226 Amb 6; PG 91, 1068 A. 

27 See DALMAIS, RAM 29 (1953), p. 139; cf. OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 57 f. 
28 Thid; CCSG 23, p. 58. 
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We have seen how Maximus ascribes to the mind as man's spiritual 
subject an important integrating function. In fact, it is the task of the 
mind to direct the whole of man towards his God-given end, and thereby 
both to integrate the different parts of man with one another by relating 
them to this end—i.e. to establish a true microcosm—and to help this 
microcosm to fulfill a reconciling function in relation to the whole of 
God's creation —i.e. to act as a mediator between Divinity and created 
beings. The mind needs for this purpose the positive support of the three 
‘parts’ of the human soul, not only the rational but also the passible 
‘parts’ (or better: faculties). However, it goes without saying that the 
volitional capacity of man plays a most important róle in this process. 
The integration of the different elements of the human composite (not 
least the psychic composite) through the establishment of a true relation- 
ship to man's divine end is not only an intellectual adventure but in equal 
degree a matter of intention, desire, good will, longing and love. For this 
reason the question of Maximus' psychology of the will is of primary 
importance for our study. 

But on the other hand, since this theme is in itself very vast and leads 
to detailed discussions of its Christological consequences—for it was not 
until Maximus had become deeply involved in the heated discussions on 
the two wills of Christ that he developed his very differentiated psychol- 
ogy of the will —and since nevertheless Maximus’ doctrine at this point 
permits of a shorter and more summary description, we shall in this 
general study of Maximus' anthropology try to deal with this topic rather 
briefly. 


1. Will, mind and human nature 


For obvious reasons our first question concerns Ше relationship between 
mind and will in Maximus’ understanding. Sherwood, who has convinc- 
ingly emphasized the importance of the positive concept of motion in 
Maximus’ thinking, affirms first of all that a “prominence of the volitive 
faculty" seems to be characteristic of the 7th century in general,” but 
then also that Maximus’ system in the end lacks a perfect harmony 
between the elements of will and mind.” This is certainly true in the first 
case and may be true in the second, but are we not forced to add that it is 

29 бивкмооо, The Earlier Ambigua, р. 130, n. 8. 

230 SHERWOOD, Ор. cit., p. 154, n. 57— For a recent analysis of the understanding of the 


status and activity of the will in Maximus, see Рквт, op.cit., pp. 305-329 (particularly 
based on Disp. c. Pyrrho). 
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this stress on the volitional faculty of man which deprives the concept of 
mind (vovs) of its purely intellectual character? Here we have already 
tried to show that this fact 1s closely connected with the idea of the mind 
as man's spiritual subject, i.e. as subject also in relation to man's passible 
and affective capacities. But if this is true, what Sherwood describes as 
Maximus’ “weakness” is put into another perspective. 

In fact, there is in Maximus’ thinking a very close relationship 
between mind and will, or better: between the intellectual and the 
volitional faculties of man as they are both related to the mind as 
spiritual subject. The positive evaluation of the three faculties of the 
human soul as such, which we have demonstrated in section A of this 
chapter, leads inevitably to an understanding of both mind and will as 
superior to these three parts. The ‘volitional’ life of man, therefore, 
cannot be identified with the functions of the passible elements alone, 
пи can the ‘intellectual’ Ше of man be identified with the rational faculty 

one. 


Reason and will in human nature 


This close relationship between intellect and will may now be observed at 
two levels: on the level of human nature and on the level of man's use of 
his human nature. On the level of human nature we notice clearly how 
Maximus combines the aspect of reason with the aspect of will. And this 
is further made in relation to a term, Ао, the use of which Maximus 
himself develops considerably and in a rather personal way.?! In the 
Letter to Marinus Maximus defines 0eAmous as a faculty of desire 
inherent in human nature itself,” regarded as “а rational appetency" 
ГА а " М a » 2 

(рейд Лоугкт)?°° like Ше Aristotelian term wish (Во?А тот), and at Ше 
same time as a basic natural desire—and as such to be distinguished 
from Boúànos™—which belongs to man in virtue of his (intelligible) 
nature (0А701 Ts voepas фухутв).238 

21 Cf, GAUTHIER, RTAM 21 (1954), p. 77 ff. 

232 ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 C. 

7 PG 91, 13 A. 

2t Оп this concept in Aristotle, see e.g. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 58 f. 

23 For this distinction, unknown to Aristotle, Maximus refers in Disp. c. Pyrrh. to alost 
work, De Providentia, of Clement of Alexandria (which he, however, calls Stromateis), see 
PG 91, 317 C; cf. GCS Clem. 3, р. 220, 11 ff. and Worrsow, The Philosophy of the Church 
Fathers, p. 465 and n. 16. In ThPol 26 (PG 91, 276 C) he refers a similar definition explicitly 
to Clement's De Providentia. (E. Е. Оѕвовм, The Philosophy of Clement of Alexandria, TSt 
3, Cambridge 1957, р. 190 f. discusses Maximus' references to De Providentia but thinks it 
is a work of a later writer. He does not seem to know the problem of the authorship of the 
scholies to Ps.-Denis, however, and his conclusions about Maximus’ very limited knowl- 


edge of Clement are hasty.) 
26 ThPol 1; PG 91, 21 D. 
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Maximus affirms in fact that reasonable nature possesses reasonable 
desire as its natural faculty which is also called “will of the intelligible 
soul", and adds that, therefore, “we reason willingly, and reasoning we 
wish according to our willing faculty". Thus, according to Maximus, 
no human being wills without reasoning or uses his rational facul- 
ty without being moved in his faculty of desire. In virtue of his ra- 
tional nature man is both reasoning and desiring, willing and seeking, 
etc? 

Human nature is, thus, to Maximus not only reasonable (Aoyix7) but 
at the same time volitional (0єАлт:кӯ).2° Man is volitional (делттеков) in 
his very substance, in virtue of his being a reasonable creature. This 
combination of the aspects of reason and will is, however, further 
supported by Maximus with a definition of Diadochus of Photice, 
according to which self-determination is a faculty of will (деЛтотв) which 
belongs to the rational soul.”*! Through this affirmation the freedom and 
dignity of man as created in the image of God are shown to be bound up 
with his being a creature with both reason and will.” Thus for Maximus 
the fulfilment of man's purpose is immediately linked with his being not 
only reasonable and intelligible—it is his vous which carries the image of 
Сод--, but also willing, for self-determination is the core of this image 
of God. 

Finally, the centrality of this theme is also shown by the fact that 
in his florilegium ThPol 26 Maximus brings together a number of 
quotations which manifest the same combination of the ideas of rea- 
son and will as related to the freedom of man. Among these there 
should be mentioned particularly one from Clement of Alexandria 
where—as in the quotation mentioned above— vous itself as moved free- 
ly is identified with 0eAmo:s and also with self-determination,” but 
also quotations from Athanasius?“ and from Gregory of Nyssa,” which 
express virtually the same view. It 1s characteristic of Maximus, as a 


27 Pyrrh; PG 91, 293 В. 

28 ThPol 1; PG 91, 24 A. 

29 Грт4.; 12 D. 

20 Pyrrh; PG 91, 301 C. This expression, деЛутикбв, seems to have been introduced for 
Christological purposes by Maximus in his dispute with Pyrrhus; cf. E. Caspar, Geschichte 
des Papsttums, 2, Tübingen 1933, p. 547. 

^! Аутебоутоттв вот фиутв Лоушжтв веЛтак..., Diadochus, Cap. gnost. 5; DES 
PLACES, p. 86, 18. 

242 See particularly Pyrrh; PG 91, 301 C and 324 D. The quotation from Diadochus is 
also found in ThPol 26; PG 91, 277 C.—It is through this kind of an argumentation that 
Maximus proves that acceptance of the two natures in Christ leads inevitably to the further 
affirmation of two natural wills in him. 
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whole that he draws as much support as possible from the Fathers for 
this combination of the intellectual and volitional aspects, which seems 
particularly important to him. Such support was obviously to be 
found within the Christian tradition, though the exact value of it is still 
difficult to estimate because of the fragmentary character of Maximus' 
own quotations (an indirect sign of Maximus' personal involvement 
in the question?). 


The mind and man's use of his self-determinative nature 


dé nots is thus to Maximus a rational desire which belongs to man as 
such, a capacity for self-determination inherent in his human nature. 
Sometimes Maximus also calls it "natural will" (@€Anwa фосікоу).2є This 
term, however, immediately actualizes the second level on which the 
close relationship between mind and will may be observed in Maximus, 
i.e. man's use of his self-determinative nature. For “natural will" is in 
Maximus' later writings explicitly compared and contrasted with a 
corresponding expression, “gnomic will" (06Атра угоцакот), which 
denotes exactly this individual human use of the 6€A nots. 

“Natural will" is the rational faculty of self-determination inherent 
in man, “gnomic will" is the free and ambiguous (ёф катера) desire 
and motion active in concrete тап,“ and called forth by man’s sense 
of pleasure (spiritual or bodily). “Natural will" is based on God- 
given human nature and thus closely related to the Aóyos of human 
nature; “gnomic will" is based on угФит, і.е. the habitus of desire which 
man has acquired through his use of his capacity for self-determina- 
tion.?4 

This ambiguous character of the “рпопис will" does not, however, 
exclude a relationship on its part to the mind. For, as we have seen, the 
mind 15 deeply involved and active in man’s life, whether sinful or 
righteous, whether full of irrational passions or God-directed and 
rational. Thus Maximus clearly points out that it is the mind which gives 
its consent to the impulses of the senses. It consents to impassioned 


23 PG 91, 276 C; cf. note 235, p. 209 above. 

24 PG 91, 277 A; cf. Athanasius, Fragm. var.; PG 26, 1292 D. 
23 PG 91, 277 B. I have not found it elsewhere. 

24 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 C; cf. ThPol 26; 280 A. 

47 ThPol 14; PG 91, 153 АВ. 

2 ThPol 26; PG 91, 280 A. 

249 See further the next section on the term урфи. 
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thoughts and imaginings,” to the suggestions of the demons,?! to sin,” 
etc. There is however no reason to suppose that this concept of consent 
(суукотдбеств) has entirely lost its positive Stoic sense as a characteristic 
of human freedom,” though Maximus does use other ways to express the 
positive function of human freedom of choice, or to denote a more 
neutral relationship of mind and will. 

What is important in this respect is first of all the fact that the mind 1s 
seen as active in relation to the goals to which it is directed. Thus 
Maximus emphasizes that the expanding mind directs its desire 
(етдушго) and love either towards divine and intelligible things or 
towards the things of the flesh and the passions.?^ It stands between 
virtue and vice, angel and demon, but has power to follow or resist which 
one it wills. 

Even if Maximus obviously often sees the will as an independent 
element and the mind primarily as the intellect —this is not least the case 
in Cent. de char. and Cent. gnost.—the mind has nevertheless a co- 
ordinating function in relation to all the elements and faculties of the 
human soul. Therefore, on the one hand the mind should always try to be 
free from its dependence upon outward impressions and strive to become 
a *naked mind", but, on the other hand, it should also integrate the 
whole of man with itself and use all the elements of the human composite 
for a good purpose. For this reason Maximus emphasizes in Cent. de 
char. not only that the mind, which tends either towards God or to the 
flesh,?55 should advance in love for God?” and should be God-loving,?* or 
that it should operate according to its nature,’ but also that it should 
love both the Saviour and its neighbour,?9 and pass through Ше obser- 
vances of active and contemplative life to "theology"?! Man should join 
knowledge to action and thereby deprive anger and concupiscence of 
their (negative) strength and give wings to the mind,” and the mind may 


20 Char 1. 84; CSC, p. 82; 2. 56; p. 120. 
251 Ibid. 2. 19; p. 98. 

22 Ibid. 3. 34; p. 160. 

233 Cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., pp. 64 and 71, n. 68. 
24 Char 3. 71; CSC, p. 176 ff. 

255 Ibid. 3. 92; p. 188. 

26 bid, 3. 12; p. 148. 

27 Па. 2. 14; p. 96. 

258 Ibid. 3. 40; p. 162. 

259 Thid. 4. 45; p. 212. 

20 Ibid. 4. 56; p. 218. 

61 Ibid, 2. 26; p. 102. 

262 Ibid. 2. 28; р. 104. 
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even make the passible element one with itself and so turn it into a 
divinely burning love and endless charity? 

The “gnomic will" is closely related to the activities of the mind. The 
ambiguity which characterizes it is due to the same factor which gives its 
ambivalent position to the mind, allowing it to turn its attention either to 
God or to the world of the senses and passions. The only difference is that 
the relationship between the mind and "natural will" is one which is 
coherent with the rational character of both as signs of the divine image 
in man, while the relationship between the mind and “gnomic will" may 
lead either to an irrational disintegration of man (fallen and individual- 
ized), or to a restoration of man as directed in accordance with the 
rational principle of the human nature (its Aóyos qoos). This leads us, 
however, to a closer analysis of the term угоит itself. 


2. Tvapn—an ambiguous term 


Аз we have indicated already, угфит--а favourite term of Maximus’ — 
does not denote an act of the will but a disposition or habitus of will, such 
as man as individual and as fallen creature may establish for himself. 
From it spring different acts of will, but by itself it is an ambiguous 
reflexion of man's basic capacity for self-determination. Sherwood has 
studied Maximus' use of this term in detail and has revealed a certain 
development in Maximus’ thinking at this point.” There is therefore no 
need to do his valuable work again; rather we shall content ourselves with 
pointing out a few things which are of particular interest within the 
context of our study. 


Its use before Maximus 


First of all it should be noted that the word ууоџил, which had originally a 
very varied use and the rather general sense of “opinion”, ® “mind”, 
etc., had received in some of the Fathers of the Church a slightly more 
defined theological content. However it is not until Maximus that this 
term gains so dominant a position and so fixed a use. This development 15 
partly reflected even in Maximus' own writings, so that the sense of the 
term is much more clear in his later works.” Let us simply indicate some 


of the possible roots of Maximus’ understanding of the term.?°’ 


23 Ibid. 2. 48; р. 116. 

264 See SHERWOOD, in ACW, pp. 58-63. 

265 This use of the term is also found in Maximus, see e.g. Char 1. 70-71; CSC, p. 76; cf. 
SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 59. 

266 This is, however, true of all his volitional terminology and is, of course, a result of 
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Maximus says himself, that he has found 28 different understandings 
of the term in biblical texts and in the Fathers,” but all of this material 
can hardly have been of equal importance to him. The characteristic 
ambiguity of ууфит is, however, reflected in a number of Christian 
writers. Thus already Denis of Alexandria seems to have discussed the 
difficulty in attributing a “gnomic will" to Christ —though some of the 
Fathers are said to have done it— since Christ stands above all delibera- 
tion; and according to Didymus the Blind sin is due to human beings 
because of their угфит as well as their works.?? The term often expresses 
man's free consent,2”! but this at the same time implies a choice between 
good and evil.?” In a writer like Theodoret of Cyrus this fact does not 
lead to a denial of a yraun in Christ,” but at least to an affirmation of 
the difference between Christ's урфит and that of human beings in 
general.? In Basil of Seleucia yy@un means good or bad intention.” 
Finally, it should also be noted that Nestorius’ proposal that there is a 
“gnomic” union in Christ and thus a gnomic will, though no union of 
natures, had been refuted in Ps.-Leontius with the argumentation that 
what уифит possesses, “nature” also possesses, and that if there is a 
*enomic union" in Christ, there must all the more be a “шшоп of 
natures" in him.*” 


Its note of ambiguity in Maximus' understanding 


Thus the term угфит had already acquired a sense of a human, and 
relative, intention and a certain ambiguity regarding its direction, when 
Maximus began to use it widely in his writings. It is also quite clear that 
the development and change which this term underwent in Maximus 
himself is not so radical as to mean that there is no consistency in his use 
and understanding of it. 


his contributions to the discussions about one or two wills in Christ. . 

267 Regarding the use and frequency of the term урфит in early Christian writers, Iam 
most grateful to Miss Hilda Grazr, Oxford, who kindly made her studies of the subject for 
the Oxford Patristic Greek Lexikon available to me by allowing me to consult all her 
preparatory material. See now F.L. Cross, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 317 f. 

28 Pyrrh; PG 91, 312 C. 

29 See Interpret. in Luc.; PG 10, 1593 С. 

? De Trin. 3, 10; PG 39, 857 С. 

m So in Chrysostom, In Matth., hom. 76 (77), 4; PG 58, 699 and In Ep. 1 ad Cor., hom. 
3, 1; PG 61, 23 (here also in the sense of “оріпіоп”). 

22 See Cyril of Alexandria, De ador. et cult. in spir. et verit. 6; PG 68, 456 D. 

23 It may denote Christ's free consent to bis sufferings, see In. Zach. 13; PG 81, 1949 A. 

274 See Interpret. Ep. ad Rom. 8; PG 82, 128 D. 

23 See Or. 4; PG 85, 68 D, 69 A, C and 72 А. 

26 Ady. Nestor. 1, 41; PG 86, 1501 А-С. 
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The most obvious change is in relation to Christ, so that while 
Maximus in his earlier thinking is able to attribute yvój (though 
without passion) to Christ," during the Christological debates about the 
two wills he denies it of Christ, because uncertainty and ambiguity 
belong to угФит as such but are in principle excluded in Christ.2”8 In his 
Dispute with Pyrrhus Maximus even regards it as a blasphemy to attribute 
yvoym to Christ, since Christ is never “pure man" (циЛов &v6porros) but 
always hypostatically one with God.*” The difference between these two 
positions is, bowever, not so great as it may look, for already in Expos. or. 
Dom., where Maximus affirms a yvoum in Christ, he distinguishes it by 
describing it as being without passion and revolt in relation to human 
nature (i.e. the principle and purpose of human nature) from the very 
beginning.” It thus denotes a character of will which is always suscepti- 
ble to the rational principle underlying created human nature, in spite of 
the fact that it is usually characteristic of уудит in man that it is unfixed 
and uncertain. And this implies—to use a later Maximian terminology 
—that Christ's угфит in these earlier statements coincides more or less 
with what Maximus calls *natural will". Whenever Maximus attributes a 
Е to Christ he thus underlines the uniqueness of its character in 

im. 

It is, in fact, the ambiguous character of yvàjm in ordinary human 
beings which Maximus constantly stresses. For this reason the clue to a 
virtuous life in Christ is to Maximus, not least in his early writings, the 
establishment of a peaceful and harmonious relationship between урфит 
and that nature which is shared by all human beings;?? since the tyranny 
of passions is exerted “рпописаПу”?83 and a sinful урфит always cuts the 
one human nature into pieces.” Thus there is always to be found in 
Maximus a clear distinction between yuan (and “gnomic will") on the 

?" See OrDom; CCSG 23, р. 34, this opinion is repeated as late as in ThPol 7; PG 91 
80 A (for Ше dating of this text, see SHERWOOD, An Annotated Date-list, p. 51). Оп this 
problem, cf. LÉTHEL, op. cit., p. 127 ff. 

l 28 This position is first indirectly presented in ThPol 16; PG 91, 193 A. This opuscule 
is translated by LÉTHEL, op. cit., p. 124, who regards it as the mature key text on Christ’s 
freedom of will. 

?? PG 91; 308 D-309 A. 

#0 CCSG 23, p. 34. 

21 This idea is present also in ThPol 7; PG 91, 80 A. 

22 See e.g. OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 55 and p. 65 f., Thal 64; CCSG 22, p. 233 and Ep 2; 
PG D 396 C and 400 D-401 A; cf. Thal 6; CCSG 7, p. 69 and Ep 14; PG 91, 533 В. 

OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 69. 

24 See ibid.; CCSG 23, p. 65 (cf. e.g. ССС 23, p. 37) and Ep 2; PG 91, 396 D. It should 

be added here that I am, therefore, opposed to any identification of уифит with liberum 


arbitrium in an inclusive sense, moderately discussed by LaRcHET, see op. cit., (forth- 
coming), p. 69 ff. 
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one hand and nature (and “natural will") on the other. However this does 
not imply that y»éjvg must be defined in opposition to nature (see 
below). 


Гуфит and the aspect of differentiation 

This last point is of a particular interest in our study. For since nature 
(and “natural will") represents the aspect of unity—and thus conformity 
with the principle of nature and the corresponding aspect of unification 
—while yvóun represents the aspect of individuality and differentiation, 
a diametrical opposition between nature and угоит would, at this very 
point, introduce, for the first time, an entirely negative evaluation of the 
aspect of differentiation into Maximus' thinking. It seems, however, 
quite obvious that such an opposition is not what Maximus intended. His 
willingness in the beginning to attribute a угфит (though entirely 
without passion) to Christ shows this, while his later denial of a yuan in 
Christ was probably also due to the fact that he regarded the incarnate 
Christ not only as one human being among many but as Man, representa- 
tive of all humanity. For according to Maximus, it is always the same 
Christ, who is present in a differentiated manner in the individual virtues 
of the believer, as it is through one and the same Logos that all are 
created in the beginning. 

The ambiguity of yvóun is, of course, a consequence of the fall. It is 
formed by the acts of deliberation about good and evil, which are 
characteristic of fallen man, because of ignorance of the true good and 
because the evil alternative is always present. But this ambiguity neither 
excludes a positive relationship to human nature and to the power of 
self-determination which is the dignity of this nature, nor does it lead to 
an entirely negative evaluation of the acts of yvwpn. These are all 
expressions of man's free will, and rightly used they lead to goodness and 
a virtuous life.”® 

Sherwood has correctly underlined that though угоит cannot affect 
the nature and substance of things, it is related to that motion which 15 
consequent upon nature.”* For this reason угфит is defined as a “mode 
of use (i.e. of the human faculty of willing) and not a principle of 
nature" 2! It is a mode of Ше, i.e. a personal and individual disposition 

285 Cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., р. 80 ff., who has seen this positive relationship to human 
free will, but nevertheless opposes yvópn too strongly to nature and seems to take the 
negative acts of decision, emanating from угфит, almost exclusively into consideration. 
The discussion by LARCHET, op. cit., p. 69 ff., is far more balanced. 

286 SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 58. 


27 Pyrrh; PG 91, 308 D: трпов oboe хрђоєоѕ, ov Aóyos фбаеоз. 
28 Tbid.; PG 91, 308 B. 
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(Srábeois)}® or habitus (ёс), acquired through free human acts of 
decision, though always changeable. It thus belongs to the field of 
personal existence (Umapéis), though as such it stands in a constant 
relationship to the sphere of nature (qoos)?! 

However, there is a certain fixity also of the “modes” in relation to 
nature, in that the modes are meant to be in accordance with nature." 
There is, in other words, a divine plan which awaits fulfillment. And this 
pertains also to yuan as “mode of use", a fact which is particularly well 
brought out in Expos. or. Dom., where Maximus states explicitly that a 
угдит which is in revolt, causes as it were an inward revolt in nature.” It 
belongs to nature itself that its purpose should be fulfilled. A lack of 
realization does not affect this purpose as such, but human self- 
determination is certainly divided against itself. 

Man is, consequently, always called to present not only a угФцт 
which abstains from revolt, but also a good угфит.24 Thus in Cent. de 
char. Maximus emphasizes that a virtuous man is loved by God as one 
who has made himself closely acquainted with God through his угФил, 
and who loves his fellow-beings in a similar way,?? and furthermore that 
the imitator of God alone is good, not by nature as is God, but through 
the conformity of his yuan.” Likewise, in Amb. lib. the middle state of 
well-being (et-eivo:) is said to be acquired, not only through the grace of 
God but also through the acts of уиюит.?? Virtue and the human 
relationship to the good as a whole are closely attached to the realm of 
yváj a. 

The function of угфит and the aspect of individuality and differenti- 
ation which is linked with it, is thus far from being seen in a purely 
negative perspective. On the contrary, it is a necessary and in itself 
positive counterpart to the will of nature and the aspect of unity which 
the latter represents. Here as elsewhere Maximus is eager to stress both 


29 Ep 6; PG 91, 428 D. 


20 ThPol 1; PG 91, 17 С. 

21 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 57 f. 

22 See above ch. II, p. 91 and n. 267. There is an individual “mode of use" among 
buman beings, and a common human “mode of existence" of mankind, but the individual 
“mode” is meant to be in accordance with the common “mode”, and the common human 
“mode” is called to share with Christ in his "divine mode" of human existence. Cf. also 
SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 35 f. 

21459123. p. 55. 

294 Man is called to “gnomic reform", says SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 81. 

35 Char 1. 25; CSC, p. 58. 

26 Ibid. 4. 90; р. 234. 

27 Amb 10; PG 91, 1116 B; cf. Amb 7; 1073 C. 

28 See e.g. Ep 1; PG 91, 364 A and 365 В, and Thal 64; CCSG 22, p. 233 ff. 
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sides. Man's power of self-determination must be exerted on the personal 
and “existential” level. But if it is, at the same time it should serve the 
purpose of higher unification. This is most eloquently illustrated by a 
passage in Amb 7, where Maximus shows that true fixity in the good 1s 
finally achieved only through a surpassing of уруоџит, a voluntary 
transcendence of conditioned human self-determination, which is, how- 
ever, at the same time “115 perfect fulfilment according to the capacity of 
its nature" 29? 


3. Stages of volitional activity 


We have seen, how closely the affective and rational faculties of the 
human soul are combined in Maximus' understanding of man's volition- 
al activity, and we have also seen, how he balances the aspect of unity and 
unification (natural will in its relationship to the principle of human 
nature) and the aspect of individuality and differentiation (gnomic will 
and its fulfilment in acts of self-determination) against each other.*” 
When we now turn our attention to the different stages of the volitional 
activity (the differentiated terminology of the human will), as Maximus 
conceived of them іп the course of the dyothelite debates, we shall be able 
to notice how these elements all enter into the picture and form a 
whole.*?'! 

Let us therefore study the different moments of this human process of 
willing, to be found in its clearest expression in Maximus' Letter to 
Marinus, but also elsewhere.*” 

The basic presupposition for all later stages of volition is, as we have 
indicated, the fundamental capacity for willing (@€Anovs), which is to 
Maximus a pre-eminent expression of the image character of human 
nature.?? Man is a creature who wills and he always expresses his nature 
in acts of the will. This capacity 1s at the same time a rational and vital 


29 Maximus calls this transcendence an єкхортоі$ угошик?, see PG 91, 1076 B; cf. 
SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 59, and also The Earlier Ambigua, p. 129. See further also ch. VI: 
10, p. 424 below. 

30 See section 1, pp. 211 and 213 above. 

3! GAUTHIER, art. cit., pp. 71—82, has discussed and systematized the scheme of this 
terminology. We shall rely to a great extent on his presentation and criticize it at particular 
points. 

9? The order of the different stages may be constructed through a study of the following 
texts: ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 C-16 C; 13 A; 16 B; 17 D-20 A; 21 D-24 A and Pyrrh; PG 91, 
293 BC. LARCHET, op. cit., p. 71 f. discusses this scheme of stages in a very interesting, but 
not uncontestable, way. 

33 See above under 1, p. 209 f. On Maximus’ use of the term дЕЛ пон, see J. D. 
MADDEN, The Authenticity . . . , in HEINZER-SCHONBORN, Maximus Confessor, pp. 61-79. 
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will, which obviously wills according to nature and the Adyos of nature. 
Therefore, it is also called “‘natural will” (@éAnpa qvouwkóv).?* 

Man is thus by his very nature bound to desire as well as to 
rationalize. There is, however, also a disposition other than that of 
nature, which guides man's willing activity, and this is, as we have seen, 
the personal disposition or habit of yvun, which is developed through 
man's actual willing. урфи represents the personal and actualized 
aspect of man's capacity for self-determination. It is thus not identical 
with choice but leads to choice. АП acts of the will presuppose, 
according to Maximus, these two conditions, one directly of nature, the 
other of the habitus of the individual. 


The wish 


The starting-point of actual willing, however, is BovAnots, wish, 
Maximus' definition of which is particularly interesting, since it shows 
that he conceives of the human soul as a unit, more in the sense of the 
Stoic understanding than of the Aristotelian one. Aristotle regarded 
ВовЛлте as “а rational desire", different from “‘concupiscence” which is 
a desire mingled with sensible imagination (qavraota), * but Maximus 
defines it exactly as an "imaginative арреіепсу” (брейв qavrao uci). 
For the Stoics, on the contrary, who denied the basic dichotomy of man, 
all action implied an element of imagination, though human action was 
distinguished by rational consent (avykará6eats).* One should also add 
that with Nemesius— who builds primarily on Aristotle but had also 
undergone an important Stoic influence, since he was dependent on both 
Galen and Poseidonius— Maximus obviously does not see imagination 
as in itself contrary to reason.*” This is important, since it is one of the 
expressions of the middle position of man in Maximus' thought. The 
wish is further related to its object, which is the goal (réAos) of the act of 
willing, while choice (7poaipeots) is only related to the means by which 
this goal may be reached.?? For this reason “wish” is a concept which 


34 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 D-13 A; cf. ThPol 26; 280 A. 

35 ThPol 1; PG 91, 17 C. 

36 Cf. WoLFson, The Philosophy of the Church Fathers, p. 463 f. 

37 ThPol 1; PG 91, 13 В. 

35 Cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 64 ff. 

39 For Nemesius, cf. however DoMANSKI, op. cit., p. 74 Е, n. 1, where Nemesius’ 
ambiguity at this point is discussed, but the conclusion is drawn that the imaginative 
element rather belongs to the irrational soul. 

30 ThPol 1; PG 91, 13 С. 
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comes close to угфит. It manifests the intention itself of an acting 
human being.?!! 


The enquiry 


The next stage in a human psychology of willing in Maximus 15 expressed 
by the term search ({jrnows). Gauthier notices the distinction which 
Nemesius, following Aristotle, had made between a more general catego- 
ry of enquiry (Z:77gos), which includes questions as to whether the sun is 
greater than the earth, and deliberation (BoóAevous), which is directly 
related to man’s use of his free will and leads to a practical decision.’ Не 
draws the conclusion that Maximus, when introducing (ттс; as a stage 
іп a chronological order, which later leads up to deliberation (BovAevats), 
simply misunderstands Nemesius' logical distinction.?" 

This explanation, however, seems to be over-simplified and hardly 
convincing in relation to a thinker of the type of Maximus. Nemesius' 
position is, in fact, very clear. The question is, therefore, whether 
Maximus really combines “search” and “депЬеганоп” as closely as 
Nemesius evidently does, or whether Maximus rather uses Nemesius' 
terminology but interprets it differently. Maximus' use of the term 
(тпов in other contexts, as a matter of fact, suggests the second 
alternative. In Thal 59 Maximus defines rnos, though in a higher 
sense, explicitly as a simple, affective movement of the mind towards 
something known.” The term can thus hardly be identified with 
deliberation of any kind, for it denotes no weighing of alternatives, as in 
the case of Nemesius. 

On the other hand, it is of reason rather than of desire, for Maximus 
relates ¿hrnou to the rational part of the soul,?!° though —like all other 
volitional acts of man—it is carried by desire. {yrnais is at best 
described as a consistent effort of the rational faculty in general, when it 15 
conscious of its goal.?! But then it has also, quite naturally, its place in 
the chronological order of volitional acts between the basic wish 
(BotAnois) and deliberation (BdovAevots), which enquires about the 
means to reach this goal. It involves the rational faculty which sets out for 
the goal, but it is also carried by desire. 


3! See e.g. Char 3. 27; CSC, p. 156. 

32 Nemesius, De nat. hom. 34; PG 40, 736 В-737 А. 
313 GAUTHIER, art. cit., р. 72. 

n4 CCSG 22, p. 65. 

35 See Thal 39; CCSG 7, p. 259. 

316 See Ep 2; PG 91, 397 АВ. 
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Consideration and deliberation 


In one place Maximus seems to indicate that the stage of “search” leads 
straight on to that of deliberation,?" but elsewhere he introduces between 
these two a middle stage of consideration (окецив).38 Here another of 
Nemesius' logical distinctions—between "consideration" about such 
things as mathematical propositions and "'deliberation" as pertaining to 
practical decisions of will?—has been transformed into a chronological 
succession, and Gauthier explains it in the same way as in the case of 
ghros.” 

The term økéyıs however, is not widely used by Maximus, and for 
this reason it is difficult to present corresponding evidence to show that 
Maximus had not simply misunderstood something which he had taken 
over from Nemesius. It is further true to say that the whole scale of stages 
has a rather formal appearance in Maximus, and he does not try to 
explain its elements in detail. Nevertheless it seems doubtful whether 
such an easy solution as Gauthier's is acceptable. Maximus says explicit- 
ly that the object of “consideration” is that which was “searched for" and 
the object of “deliberation” that which has been "considered", and that 
nobody deliberates without having considered.?! Since we have found 
that 4210. denotes a general direction of the rational power towards а 
goal, and since deliberation concerns the means to reach this goal,2” it is 
not difficult to suppose that Maximus brought in the term okés 
between them to describe the general survey in which the mind is engaged 
in view of these means. 

The next stage is thus that of deliberation (BovAevaw or Воъйт). Its 
background in Aristotle and in Nemesius seems clear.?? Deliberation 
concerns the means by which the wished for good may be reached. 
Maximus calls it a “searching appetency" (дрейв (лтттікӣ), i.e. a desire 
guided by the searching for a desired goal which goes on in the mind.?^ It 
concerns things which may be effected by human beings. In a further 
analysis of what is and what is not an object of deliberation Maximus 
follows closely Nemesius in Chapter 34 of his De natura hominis.?^ 

17 ThPol. 1; PG 91, 16 B. 

318 See ibid.; PG 91, 24 A and Pyrrh; PG 91, 293 C. 

35 De nat. hom. 34; PG 40, 736 С-737 А. 

320 GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 72. 

321 ThPol 1; PG 91, 24 A. 

322 Ibid.; PG 91, 17 A. 

323 GAUTHIER, art. cit, pp. 59 and 72, has convincingly demonstrated this line of 
dependence. 


34 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 16 B. 
33 See ibid.; PG 91, 16 D-17 B and Nemesius, De nat. hom. 34; PG 40, 737 А-741 A. 
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The judgment 


As is the case in Aristotle, deliberation concerning possible means leads 
to judgment (xpíow) about them, which is thus the next stage in the 
process. Judgment is in fact a fixed and necessary element, which is 
always mentioned, when Maximus discusses the different acts of will- 
іпр.226 It is further a decisive proof of a man’s capacity for true and 
virtuous action. The term is probably also used to denote a discernment 
of thoughts,?" which is bound also to testify to the урорт which man has 
acquired. Mistakes in judgment are due to a wrong attitude in general. It 
is at the same time a strictly rational function, and xpiows comes as such 
close to a similar term, двдкрьопв (discernment), which implies a good 
use of the same faculty.?* 

Finally, Gauthier has correctly emphasized the close correspondence 
between the terms judgment and consent (ovykorá0eaus),?? for judgment 
depends to a great extent on a man's disposition for different kinds of 
impressions and representations. We have, however, seen earlier that 
Maximus uses the term consent mostly in a negative context, as consent 
to sensual instigations and passions.?? 


The choice 


Judgment now leads—according to Maximus as according to Aristotle — 
to choice or decision (проойреолх), a term which also summarizes the 
efforts of personal willing.**! Gauthier points out that in Aristotle it is not 
a separate act but simply the conjunction of wish and judgment." Is this 


also the case in Maximus? 
An answer to this question is directly linked with the problem of 


Spun, “appetite” or “impulse”, which is the next stage in Maximus’ 


GAUTHIER has not noted Maximus’ dependence on Nemesius at this particular point. 

36 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 13 A; 16 В; 20 A; 24 A and Pyrrh; PG 91, 293 С. 

327 See Char 2. 17; CSC, p. 98; cf. n. 1. — СЕКЕЅА-САЅТАІРО (ibid., р. 99, n. 7) does not 
accept the reading of the manuscripts here, but conjectures that xpícws should be read 
xpos. He refers to the possible effects of itacism and to the fact that the expression yprjavs 
TO» vonuárov is well-known in Maximus. His argument is, however, not entirely 
convincing, since the combination ypjo1s— парйхрполв seems too simple for Maximus 
and xpiots obviously is the lectio difficilior in this passage. 

328 Sáp distinguishes between virtue and vice (see 2. 26; CSC, p. 102; cf. 2. 67; p. 
124 ff.) and is intimately related to detachment (&àmáðera), of which it is regarded as a fruit 
(ibid. 2. 25; CSC, p. 102) or to which it is said to give rise (ibid. 4. 91; p. 234). 

329 GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 82. 

33 See p. 212 above. 

9?! Cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 60 f. 

32 GAUTHIER, loc. СИ. 
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system and which he himself has introduced as a separate element. We 
shall deal with this particular problem below. For the moment it may be 
sufficient to point out that if Nemesius, like the commentators of 
Aristotle, by his insistence on "choice" as a composition of judgment and 
a desire which is added to it, more or less identifies the Aristotelian term 
choice with the Stoic term appetite (6pu7), as Gauthier is inclined to 
believe, then Maximus must be suspected of doing the same, since he 
quotes Nemesius literally at this point.?* Furthermore, in order to 
illustrate the composition of judgment and appetency he even refers— 
exactly as the commentators of Aristotle and Nemesius had done— to 
the human composite of body and soul.?5 And yet, one must ask whether 
this dependence on Nemesius should not be distinguished from the 
problem of дрит. 

| Nemesius’ stress on “appetency” (Ope£is) іп addition to “judgment” 
in the make-up of “choice” is seen by Gauthier as an expression of a 
tendency to combine Aristotelian проойреопв and Stoic дрил, whereby 
the freedom of desire is in fact distinguished from the rational delibera- 
tions which result in judgment. But Maximus' interest can hardly be the 
same. He agrees with Aristotle that there is an element of appetency 
involved already in the process of wish and deliberation, and he does not 
distinguish sharply between judgment and a desire added to it in order to 
form the “choice”. But this does not mean that the element of desire is 
neglected by Maximus in relation to “choice”. On the contrary, its great 
importance is self-evident to him. 

This becomes clear when we compare his definition of choice with his 
definitions of factors like wish and deliberation. Wish is thus to him, as 
we have seen, "imaginative appetency" (Орейд фортаотикт),38 and 
deliberation a "searching appetency" (pegis (ттутикп),?? to which 
Maximus now adds the definition of choice as “deliberating appetency" 
(opegis BovAevruc]).?* There is a clear similarity between these defini- 
tions. The element of appetency is marked in them all. They are all 
composite of this element and something else. In the cases both of 
deliberation and choice this second element is of a rational character. 


What is unique about 7poaípeow in Maximus’ presentation is only the 


333 Ibid., p. 69 ff. 

334 See Nemesius, De nat. hom. 33; PG 40, 733 В-736 A and Maximus, ThPol 1: PG 
91, 16 BC; cf. GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 71, n. 67. l 

33 ThPol 1; loc. cit. 

36 Thid.; 13 B. 

37 Ibid.; 16 В. 

38 Thid.; 16 BC. 


224 Chapter Four: Some Elements of Maximus’ Psychology 


fact that he gives here a further explanation of this composite character, 
an explanation which he has obviously taken over from Nemesius.?? 

The conclusion is, therefore, that ай the major acts of human willing 
are seen by Maximus as a kind of desire, and that this idea 15 particularly 
explained in relation to "choice", since “choice” is the decisive and final 
act of the process of willing. Maximus may therefore be said to follow 
Aristotle more closely than Nemesius, in so far as he does not feel the 
need to add a particular element of desire in relation to “choice”, but this 
must be seen to be so, only because he stresses this element of desire 
throughout the whole process of willing. And since "choice" is the 
decisive and final act of the process of willing. Maximus may therefore be 
said to follow Aristotle more closely than Nemesius, in so far as he does 
not feel the need to add a particular element of desire in relation to 
*choice", but this must be seen to be so, only because he stresses this 
element of desire throughout the whole process of willing. And since 
“choice” summarizes this process up to the point where action itself is 
born, we may add that the term "choice" consequently comes rather 
close to угфит. In a both concrete and summarizing way it expresses a 
man’s intention, moving him, in the field of action, either towards the 
good or towards its opposite.” 


The decisive impulse 


But if this solution is correct, Maximus' addition of the term appetite, or 
better: impulse, effort (6pu7)* as the next step on the scale— which 
Gauthier sees as another misunderstanding of Nemesius on Maximus' 
part??— must have an independent explanation. Gauthier thinks that 
Maximus regards this term as an equivalent of decision, as almost 
identical with choice. But is this true? 

Here, as in the case of ¿hrnois, we must find the solution through a 
study of Maximus’ general use of the term.™ It seems probable that pHi] 
is in Maximus’ writings a fairly neutral word. For though Maximus 
obviously knows it to be a Stoic term, he uses it differently on different 
occasions. Thus in Char 2. 56 he uses the Stoic triad of imagination, 


339 птроойресп as composite of three elements: дрейз, BovAf) and «píaw, comes also 
from Nemesius. 

340 See Char 1. 25; CSC, p. 58 and 1. 69; p. 74. 

Ml See ibid. 2. 32-33; p. 108; cf. 3. 93; p. 180. 

32 ThPol 1; PG 91, 20 A, 24 A and Pyrrh; PG 91, 293 C. 

33 GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 72 f. 

зи GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 71 Е, n. 68 has done such а study but only found his own 


suggestions confirmed. 
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appetite and consent,’* but exactly in the order mentioned here, and not 
in the order imagination, consent, appetite, which Gauthier argues to be 
more truly Stoic.’ In Maximus’ order imagination and appetite come 
very close to each other, and pu) is thus, in this particular text, not 
understood as an expression of man's free will. It is an impulse to which 
the mind has to consent before there can be any decision.” 

On the other hand, however, Maximus affirms in other texts that man 
can show forth “а self-determinative impulse" (ab6aíperos ври), though 
this impulse is not to be identified with the particular element of choice 
but rather with “gnomic will" in general.?* Finally, dpu7 is used in 
relation to “natural will", both when it reaches outside itself in Christ? 
and when it is activated in ordinary human beings.?*? 

What then is ӧриӯ in Maximus’ writings, and what does it mean 
when he introduces it as a new stage in the volitional process immediate- 
ly after "choice"? épu7 seems first of all to be combined with another 
neutral term in Maximus, movement (kivnos), which often serves to 
express the totality of the volitional process from wish to practical 
action." And in this context it seems not least to be related to action.* It 
is an out-going activity which sets out for its goal, the performed action 
itself. And when it is introduced as a particular stage, it seems to carry 
the same characteristics. 

Maximus says explicitly in this context that he regards продиреочв as 
the end of the volitional process as such, a process which is itself a both 
affective and rational movement towards a goal. To reach this goal choice 
has, however, to be combined with “impulse” (épu7) and “use” 
(xenots).** The basic element of desire, which may be involved in the 
term, is thus according to Maximus necessary for the realization of the 
decision in practical action, but it has, at the same time, its counterpart at 
all the earlier stages of wish, deliberation and choice. What leads to 
action is a пропретикт дрит.>4 

45 CSC, p. 120. 

с: GAUTHIER, art. cit., p. 65, n. 53. 

Е xor nur b noticed that in Maximus Ори is often substituted by 

У See ThPol 16; PG 91, 192 BC and 14; 153 AB. 

39 ThPol 3; PG 91, 48 C. 

330 ThPol 26; PG 91, 280 A. 

31 ThPol 14; РС 91, 153 B. 

32 See Thal 54; ССС 7, p. 461. 

33 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 21 D. 

34 Amb 10; PG 91, 1136 A. With Nemesius (De nat. hom. 12; PG 40, 660 B) Maximus 


D p ‘wen these opyai even as belonging to the field of the intellect (see Amb 10; PG 
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The action 

And so we are at the final stage of volitional activity, the use (xpos). 
This term is unknown in both Aristotelian and Stoic analyses of the 
volitional process. Gauthier has however referred to the rôle which the 
idea of a use of imaginations and notions had in Epictetus, but 
particularly to Maximus’ own wide and varied idea of a “use”, either of 
thoughts or of things, or of our bodily or psychic faculties.’ He comes 
finally to the conclusion that in this context Maximus thinks specifically 
of a use of the things, which implies that he refers by the term “use” 
simply to action itself.5* This conclusion is evidently thoroughly con- 
vincing. What we have said here—in opposition to Gauthier—about 
брит as an impulse to action itself strengthens it. 

Maximus thus ends his analysis of the human acts of willing with a 
reference to action itself, an action which for its preparation has involved 
the psychic faculties of man, his desire as well as his rational capacity, 
and now involves also his body. Maximus' regular insistence on the 
co-operation of the different elements of the human composite is again 


confirmed. 


4. Fall and restoration of the human will 


Man's fall according to Maximus is caused both by the Devil's seduction 
and by man's free consent to this seduction.’ Man turned his natural 
capacity for true, divine pleasure into an enjoyment of sensual pleasure, 
an interest in temporal, transient goals, because he fell a prey to his own 
self-love, turned towards egoistic self-satisfaction, and preferred igno- 
rance of his divine Cause and End to true knowledge. This is the general 
picture which Maximus presents at different occasions when he deals 
with the rise of sin and the fall of man.?* 

It is clear from this picture, that the human will is at the very root of 
sinful life. Man is guilty of his own fall, which is due to his misuse of his 
capacity for self-determination. We have seen that according to Maximus 
self-determination as such is of the nature of man, a created good which 
is a sign of the divine image in him and is thus in itself indestructible.*” 
The principle of nature is not affected by the fall, and the "natural will", 


355 GAUTHIER, art. cit., pp. 74-76 with references. 
56 Ibid. p. 76 f. 

37 Cf. ch. III: B, 2; p. 154 ff. above. 

358 See ch. III: B above. 

33 See p. 209 f. above. 
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e never disappears, for it is positively related to this princi- 
What happens through the fall is that a perversion of man’s capacit 
for self-determination takes place—not an annihilation of it—a Да 
sion which predisposes man for its constant misuse, and а A 
misjudgment. That 15 to say, it forms in man a sinful disposition of will 
(yv@pn). This, in its turn, affects nature as far as it is misused. and it i 
only through Christ's Incarnation that the human composite is à i 
freed from its slavery, and man's volitional capacities can be freely m 
Іп a converted yvoun. А few words therefore should be added here at the 
end of the chapter, about Maximus' conception of the human will 
particularly угфит, in relation to the fall and restoration of man. | 


The individual will in man's fall and restoration 


Already in one of his early writings, Ep 2, Maximus makes his own 
position at this point perfectly сІеаг.2% He shows there and elsewhere 
that the whole drama of human destiny is centered around the problem 
of man's use of his capacity for self-determination. The disastrous fruits 
of sin are conveyed to him, when he freely accepts this misuse, and the 
gifts of grace are received by him when he turns freely to God To the 
seduction of the Devil, to which man's will consents in the fall 
corresponds the persuasion of divine Love, which alone can lead man's 
will back to harmony with the principle of nature.?! 

| Sin is thus to Maximus пої of human nature but of yraun, for YVOLN 
iS always an expression of man’s use of his self-determinative faculty 3” 
And it is, consequently, according to угфит that the fall has separated 
God and man from each other? But since yvóun is always of an 
individual character, this separation immediately also concerns inter- 
human relations. An attention, and therefore also a will which is directed 
towards the world of the senses is itself split up by the variety of 
impressions which is caused by the manifoldness of this world. Thus, the 
fallen уурт as it were cuts the common human nature into pieces since 
it divides men from each other because of their different opinions and 
imaginations, which again instigate contrary actions.™ And this split is 

at the same time, a revolt through урфит within nature itself, since there 


39 Later modifications concern the termi 

и PG 91. 396 CD. erminology but not the content. 
Е ae e.g. ThPol 16; PG 91, 192 A. 

2 Ер и PG 91, 396 D. Cf. LARCHET, op. cit., p. 105 f. 
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is no consistency in its appearance. Likewise, the tyranny of the 
passions is exerted *enomically" 256 

In relation to the restoration of man in sanctification and deification a 
corresponding stress on the role of yvop can be observed. Unity 
corresponds to division. The individuality of the human freedom of 
ууфит is fulfilled in a free relationship to a common goal. In the early 
writings Maximus’ stress on the unity of will in this respect was put 
forward in a passionate way, so that one might get the impression that 
Maximus was arguing in favour of the idea that the human will should in 
the end be entirely swallowed up by the divine will. An analysis of what 
he says, e.g. in Ep 2, shows, however, that this was never his intention. 


Unification of will 


In Ep 2—in a passage" which Sherwood presents as an example of 
Maximus’ terminological difficulties at the outset? —the main emphasis 
lies, in fact, on the unification of the will on the basis of one common 
human nature. All men share the same nature, and a mind which moves 
according to the principle of this nature, so Maximus would say, can be 
in no separation either from God—towards whom human nature is 
directed, in order to find its hypostatic rest there—or from other men, 
with whom this call and direction is shared. The point is that there 15 а 
common human principle of nature, to which men may freely give their 
assent. This is clearly demonstrated by the fact that when Maximus says 
here that men “сап have one урфит and one will with God and each 
other” (a formulation which is in itself bound to cause misunderstand- 
ings), he introduces this sentence by the comparison “аз they have one 
nature" 9 

It is thus very doubtful whether Maximus ever intends to say that 
there is only one will at work. The comparison with "nature" shows 
rather that he thinks of a co-ordination of wills under the principle of 
nature, which indicates the divine purpose of man. For if we should argue 
that Maximus here speaks in a “monothelite” way, we should also have 
to conclude that he does so on the basis of monophysite presuppositions! 
It is thus rather of a harmony of wills—and of a life in harmony with the 
God-directed principle of human nature—that he speaks, not of the 


35 OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 55. 

366 Tbid.; p. 69. 

367 PG 91, 396 C. 

368 See SHERWOOD, in AWC, p. 7 f. 

39 Ep. 2; loc. cit. For a constructive discussion of Maximus' position in regard to the 
conflict about monothelitism, see FARRELL, op. cit, pp. 155- 190. 
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extinction or annihilation of the human will. Sinful урфит divid di 
itself divided; restored yvày 15 so intimately related t m rre] if 
nature, that it 1s hardly distinguishable from what Marii ae all 
natural will". And "natural will" is itself an expression of em ns 
character; it implies a relationship to the divine will. а 
| The passage in Ep 2 has, however, a parallel from about the same ti 
in Amb г. which Maximus had himself to interpret later in def Е 
against misunderstandings.?! Here he speaks openly of “опе ne i 
God and those worthy of God, or better: of God alone", but even еи 
monenergetic tone is 11 the end accidental. For what Maximus mu Е 
stress 15 that deification is not Ше fruit of man's activity but of Gods 
Man can only — voluntarily—receive it. He speaks of the rôle of the will 
in this Process as a “voluntary outpassing” and affirms clearly that he i 
по оше И па free will. There is a divine perichoresis into es 
oly, but it has its counte | | 
тоа it alee qu qe л in a human consent to this process. 
Maximus’ way of stressing the divine power and energy in this context 
was again open to misunderstandings, which his monothelite opponent 
were obviously eager to use in their favour. And thus, he had to defend 
himself in a passage where he underlines that he has been speaking of 
the future state of the saints", and that he has concentrated his PM 
on the deifying action of God. He goes on to show that it would be false 
to say that the power of deification is itself inherent in man's nature or its 
operation, and thus it is obvious that this power is of God alone.?? And 
he concludes by saying: "I therefore did not do away with the natural 
operation of those who will suffer this (deification) . . . but I did show th 
supersubstantial power as alone effective of deification .. ."? : 
Maximus’ position in relation to the unification of wills is thus clear: 
the human "gnomic" activity has to be directed towards what is common 
to all men, Ше Aoyos guaews. In following this direction man’s will is 
subordinated to the divine will, and in deification its whole activity is 
concentrated on a free acceptance—a “‘suffering’”’—of this R to 
take place. The purpose of human self-determination is to lead to this 
transforming relationship with God, and therefore this “voluntary 


outpassing" is not the annihilation of th i 
оГ e human will but the only true 


30 PG 91, 1076 C. 
31 See ThPol 1; 33 A-36 A. 
de Ibid.; 1, 33 C. 
PG 91, 33 CD; cf. SHERW ; ; 
translation used here is found. COD Ac Greed eua рро 68 апа с verc tne 
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The aspect of individuality thus in the end finds its own purpose 1n a 
unification which harmonizes the intentions of God and man and of 
human beings among themselves to an extent which As only mace 
possible by the full working out of Maximus’ Chalcedonian vision. 


74 In ch. VI: 10 and 11 this perspective will be worked out more in detail. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


Establishing the 
Microcosm 





A. Disintegration through the Passions 


We have seen, that Maximus follows the widespread philosophical and 
Christian tradition which sees man, composed of body and soul, as 
forming a microcosm which in its constitution reflects the created world, 
and who thus receives the further call to act as a mediator between ай 
that is separated and divided. We have also seen how in Maximus’ view, 
the fall prevented man from carrying out this task. Man has turned his 
attention from the principle of his own nature, from his own integrating 
centre, and has chosen to pursue the pleasure of the senses instead of his 
true spiritual pleasure. Thus he has also fallen a prey to the host of 
passions, which stir up the passible parts of his soul, instigate wrong 
thoughts and disturb his mind. 

Man still reflects the world around him, but now in a disordered way. 
A disintegration within man, the microcosm, takes place, which can be 
arrested only through the use of his new freedom in Christ, and through 
an active assimilation to Christ through positive virtues. It is this double 
process first of disintegration, and then of restoration involving the true 
re-establishment of the microcosm, as presented in the writings of 
Maximus, which we shall study in this chapter. And we shall see how the 
aspect of differentiation, which in Maximus’ anthropology is represented 
by his idea of man as a microcosm reflecting the variety of the created 
world, may be applied both negatively, i.e. in relation to the disintegrat- 
ing effect of the variety of passions and vices, and positively, i.e. in 
relation to the reintegrating effect of an ascetic life (in imitation of 
Christ), where the virtues abound in their variety and diversity. We shall 
also see, how the first of these applications may be summed up in the 


principle of self-love, and the second in the corresponding principle of 
love or charity. 


232 Chapter Five: Establishing the Microcosm 


1. Self-love—mother of vices and passions 


In Maximus’ writings self-love (фЛаттса) occupies а position in relation 
to the vices which to a great extent corresponds to that of charity (дудтт) 
in relation to the virtues. It gives a summary description of a general 
attitude which finds expression in all vices. But at the same time in at 
least some cases, it is also regarded as itself being one of the vices, the 
basis or summit of them all. The position of charity differs from that of 
self-love in that charity is never regarded simply as the first of the virtues 
but rather as their culmination. Nevertheless as fundamental expressions 
of the two opposite attitudes of man, self-love and charity correspond to 
each other. In fact, the correspondence between the two terms indicates 
that while charity is in accordance with the purpose of man's life, 
self-love as its evil counterpart, in Maximus' view represents a failure to 
recognize this truth, and thus a misuse of man's natural capacity to find 
out what is best for himself. Charity implies a true relationship to God 
and to the purpose and principle of man, which is of service to his 
function as mediator and co-ordinates the human microcosm; self-love 1s 
the perversion of this, which causes the tyranny of the passions and 
human disorder. 

On different occasions Maximus presents different and distinct 
definitions of self-love, particularly in its relationship to other vices. For 
the most part we find them in Cent. de char. (and in Quest. ad Thal.), 
where Maximus’ concern with problems of vita practica is often predomi- 
nant. Thus, we learn that self-love is the “mother of the passions”’,’ or 
«mother of Ше vices”, or “the beginning of all the passions”, and also 
that a person who is filled with self-love has in fact all the passions.‘ 
These definitions leave us in no doubt as to the position of self-love in 
Maximus’ system of thinking, even though it is true that in all the Fathers 
the question as to the “mother” of the vices is answered differently in 
different contexts, and that in general there is a tendency to give priority 
to the vice with which one is dealing at the moment.’ This formal 
definition is, however, in Maximus often confirmed by an elaborated 
hierarchy of vices, of which self-love forms the basis. We find the clearest 
expression of this in the Prologue of Quest. ad Thal., but the general 
scheme is also to be found elsewhere. 

! Char 2. 8; CSC, p. 92. 


2 Ibid. 2. 59; p. 122. 
3 Ibid. 3. 57; p. 170. To the fight against the passions, cf. W. VOLKER, Maximus 


Confessor, pp. 174-190. 
* Ibid. 3. 8; p. 146. 
5 “En somme, une maternité trés disputée”, see HAUSHERR, Philautie, p. 64. 
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| Thus, we can see, how self-love gives rise to two or three more basi 
vices, from which the rest are developed further. The first off-sprin of 
self-love is either avarice and уаіпр]огу, or a triad of glutton p m 
and vainglory, all expressions of concupiscence (ém@upia),’ m e 
pride and vainglory.? The first of these triads gives rise in Char 3 S Id 
catalogue which includes 9 more vices,’ while in the Prologue of Qu: : 
ad Thal. Maximus arrives at a systematization, which includes 27 us | 
caused by the search for pleasure (75017), 24 vices, caused bv esca к 
from pain (ddvvn), and 6 vices, due to a combination of а Ва 
desires." We shall return to the problems involved in these and ou: 
hierarchies of vices in Maximus' writings and their relationship to T 
classical system of eight or seven cardinal уісеѕ,!! but for the се it is 
sufficient to conclude that it seems to be Maximus’ opinion, that there is 


no vice which cannot in the end be traced back t i i 
o the ba 
vice of self-love. SIC passion and 


The position of self-love in the theology of Maximus’ predecessors 


The dominant position given to self-love is striking. The frequency with 
which the concept appears in Maximus is, in fact, original. It is with good 
reason that Hausherr has called his study of Maximus’ ascetic theolo 

Philautie, for the term belongs to Maximus more than to any of the 
Fathers before him. Thus the question arises, whether Maximus’ origi- 
nality at this point is total, or whether he received his inspiration ай 
others, and if so from where. The answer to this question is also in large 
measure given by Hausherr, on whose results therefore we shall have $ 


p 


EU reference should be made to Evagrius and the Evagrian 
tradition." For in a text, ascribed to Nilus but possibly of Evagrius 


$ Char 3. 7; CSC, p. 146. 

? Ibid. 2. 59; p. 122 and 3. 56; p. 170. 
в Thal, Prol; CCSG 7, p. 33. 

? CSC, p. 170. 

и CCSG D. 34. 

П See section 2, pp. 248-259 below. 
Е БЕС арор cit., pp. 11-42. 

In this thesis the term “Еуарпап tradition" is restricted to those ascetic wri 
dh directly influenced by Evagrius' systematizations of the practical E um 
же писти TG iw ан and the authors of such writings as Tractatus ad 

idem l um А B-1144 D) and Ше compilation De octo vitiosi 
cogitationibus (PG 79, 1436-1464). The Syrian Evagrian tradita. is thus left pet age 
of no interest in relation to Maximus, and so is for similar reasons the wider Evagrian 
influence on Greek-speaking ground. On Evagrius and his influence in ex dum 
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himself, which is found in different versions in two Parisian manuscripts, 
the idea of self-love as the basis of all the vices is explicit. We learn Ша! 
self-love is the first of the tempting thoughts (Aoyıo poi) and that the eight 
vices of the Evagrian hierarchy depend upon it.'* This passage may very 
well have served as a starting-point for Maximus, who used Evagrius 
considerably in his ascetic theology. The problem is, however, that it 
seems to be isolated in Evagrius’ own writings. The idea is not further 
developed in them. Furthermore the rest of the Evagrian tradition is also 
restrictive at this point. The hierarchy of eight vices, which is a dominant 
element both in Nilus and in Cassian, is not there combined with 
statements about self-love as its basis." The supposition that Evagrius 
nevertheless has served as Maximus' primary source of inspiration is, 
however, to some extent supported by an exclamatory statement in 
Evagrius, in which self-love is presented as a universal evil of hate.’ 

However, Evagrius is certainly not entirely isolated, since before him 
there already existed a certain stress on the importance of self-love 
particularly in the Alexandrian tradition. This is clear in Clement of 
Alexandria who expresses directly the idea that self-love (фЛотта) is 
always the cause of all sins," an expression which in its turn, however, 
goes back almost literally to Plato, though with the difference that Plato 
uses the expression éavrov ф:Ліа instead of $uAavría.'* The insistence on 
the disastrous effect of human love for self is thus probably originally of 
Platonic inspiration. It is also on account of this Platonic influence, that 
the concept of self-love plays an important róle in Philo. Here too 
Clement might have found some support. 

It is at least clear that Philo gives to self-love a central position among 


C——————— ——Á——— ÀJ AM 
particularly A. and C. GuimLAUMONT, art. Évagre le Pontique, Юр. 4 (1961), coll. 
1731-1744 and Hausuerr, Les leçons d'un contemplatif, Paris 1960. 

M See these texts from Par. Gr. 913 (no. 53) and Par. Gr. 3098 (no. 10), in 
MUYLDERMANS, Note additionelle à: Evagriana, Mus 44 (1931), pp. 379 and 382. HAUSHERR, 
Philautie, p. 39 has noticed this text but has not given it the importance which it 
деѕегуеѕ. —А background to Evagrius' statement is perhaps provided by Sextus in 
Enchiridion 138: ёк dtAavtias &dixia verat. For this sentence and the possible relation- 
ship between Sextus and Evagrius, see Н. CHADWICK, The Sentences of Sextus (TSt, N. S. 5), 
Cambridge 1959, pp. 28 and 161 f. 

!5 The only reference might be given to Cassian's teaching about the three sources of 
human thoughts: God, the demon and man himself. But it is from the demon that the 
primary attachment to vices is derived. See Coll. 1. 19; PICHERY, pp. 99—101. 

6 Sent. alph. 25; PG 40, 1269 В: *Q ато THs фЛатпав тв mávra рлооботв. The 
metrical form of this sentence which is placed at the very end of Sent. alph., since it begins 
with the letter О, may be an indication that Evagrius has in fact taken it from somewhere 
else.—John of Damascus quotes it in Sacra parallela, Ф, 13; PG 96, 420 D. 

п Strom. 6. 7; GCS Clem. 2, p. 460, 13 f. 

18 Plato, Leges 5; 731 4-732 a. 
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the vices,” though he does not explicitly affirm that it is the root of all 
human evil. He presents self-love as a passion which is deadly or difficult 
to heal,” and he calls it a great vice, the opposite of which is true piety.2! 
The importance of self-love to Philo is further illustrated by the P ud 
the construction of the tower of Babel for instance is regarded as in 
expression of self-love.” Though Philo does not make it explicit, we are 
therefore inclined to agree with Hausherr's conclusion that he does in 
fact regard self-love (@tAavria) as the origin of the vices.? Philo may even 
have influenced Maximus directly at this point. We have at least an 
indirect indication which points in this direction in the fact that in the 
Loci communes attributed to Maximus a statement of Philo’s is quoted 
where self-love is called a great у1се.24 

Maximus thus had the support of certain of his predecessors when he 
attributed such an important róle to self-love. A few more references will 
show that this support was not confined to the Alexandrian tradition and 
its inheritor Evagrius. In at least two of the Cappadocian writers also the 
idea of self-love seems to have played a rather important róle, even 
though they do not—as is true also of Clement and Evagrius—very often 
mention it explicitly. Thus Basil the Great, in his shorter monastic rule 
deals with self-love ($iAavría) in а way which shows that he regards it as 
a decisive expression of man's sinfulness, though its róle seems to be 
restricted to the sphere of inter-human relations. Furthermore the 
answer to the question about self-love which is given in this passage is 
presented with reference to a biblical statement, which is central to 
monastic thinking, and the vice of self-love is said to lead to destruc- 
tion.” Secondly, a statement of Gregory Nazianzen reveals a similar 
stress on self-love as a cardinal vice. From him we learn that man in his 
"Insight" and self-love tries to escape being defeated and made inferior, 
Caini UE Ab. et Сат! 58; Сонм & WENDLAND 1, p. 225, 11, and De poster. 
$4 p. 20 " (De eso S us В WENDLAND 5, р. 47, 20, and De Ioseph. 

. leg. e sacrificant. ; COHN & WENDLAND 5, p. 80, 20, and 4 
ae па , reg oi 99, 1 £.; cf. De praem. et poen. 12; 5, р. 338, 33 and DIRE p ned 

2 Deconfus. ling. 128; ; 

: Has sius Phila ги: г циан 2, p. 253, 15 Е; cf. De agr. 173; 2, p. 130, 11. 
subject occurs also in John of posu в PG Se 420 [e са 
extract which clearly shows that self-love is regarded as the root of all passions, at least 
those which concern inter-human relationships— but is there attributed to Abba Isaias 
Hausherr thinks, however, that it is a quotation from Philo. l 

3 Reg. brev., interr. 54; PG 31, 1120 A. Love for one’s neighbour and self-love are the 
two opposites. 
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and for this reason creates obstacles for the leading of a virtuous life. 
Here self-love is taken almost as.a synonym for man's basic pride.” 

However between Evagrius and Maximus very few expressions of an 
estimate of self-love which resembles that of earlier writers are to be 
found. Nevertheless there may be some. Hausherr notices that in Ephrem 
of Syria self-love is presented as the source of all the vices and as the 
negative counterpart of charity, though he suspects that the passage 
which he quotes is of a later date and even influenced by Maximus." 
Further he emphasizes that Ps.-Denis uses the term self-love only once,” 
but holds that this fact may nevertheless have been of some importance 
for Maximus, since he commented upon this very text? and thus gained 
support for his acceptance of the position of Evagrius at this point. We 
may agree with Hausherr that Maximus knew the text and might have felt 
supported by it, even though it is difficult to agree that he did in fact 
comment upon it. We might, however, add another witness, that of the 
Abba Dorotheus, who seems to have regarded self-love as a summary 
description of man's sinfulness." Finally, Thalassius, the friend of 
Maximus, should be mentioned, though probably he was far more 
influenced by Maximus than himself an influence upon Maximus. In 
Thalassius we find anyhow a clear theology of self-love, which summa- 
rizes well the position taken by Maximus, but also gives an expression of 
the kind of support which Maximus must have received from his friend. 
Here self-love is explicitly called the mother of the vices,? and said to 
lead the way to all the passions.” 

Maximus thus had a fairly wide support in his predecessors, and 
probably particularly in Evagrius, for his estimate of the importance of 
self-love. The further development of the idea and its systematic 


26 Or. 2, apol. 19; PG 35, 428 C. Cf. HAUSHERR, op. cit., p. 38 f., who seems indeed to 
reckon with a more elaborate speculation about $iAavria on Gregory's part than the text 
itself warrants. 

27 See HAUSHERR, Op. cit., p. 40 f. 

2 De coel. hier. 9,3; PG 3, 260 С. 

29 HAUSHERR, Op. cit., p. 41. 

30 HAUsHERR is thinking of the passage of comment in the scholies to Ps.-Denis (PG 4, 
84 D), where фЛатпа is regarded as a synonym to айбддеа and is said to denote то 
ovrápeokov, but it is very doubtful whether this commentary is really by Maximus. It 
reveals at least no trace of Maximus' own concept of self-love, and VON BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 
665, seems to regard the context as pointing in the direction of John of Skythopolis as being 
the scholiast here. 

3! Doctr. 1, 7; PG 88, 1625 B. 

3 Cent. 2. 1; PG 91, 1437 B. 

з Cent. 3. 86; PG 91, 1456 CD; cf. 3. 87; 1456 D. 

34 HAUSHERR, ор. cit., р. 42 refers correctly to the ideas of Diadochus of Photice, e.g. as 
expressed in Cap. gnost. 12; DEs PLACES, p. 90. 
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elaboration however 15 his own. The influence which he himself exerted 
in this respect, not only in relation to Thalassius but also to a whole 
important later tradition, not least reflected in John of Damascus shows 
indirectly the importance of his personal contribution to this concept 35 


A Western parallel —Augustine's evaluation of self-love 


We cannot, however, end our survey of the predecessors of Maximus at 
this point without discussing one more writer, though he is a representa- 
tive of the Western Christian tradition, of which we have usuallv no 
reason to believe that it influenced Maximus. This writer is Mere 
Can Maximus possibly have known Augustine, and even have been 
influenced by him? Maximus' frequent contacts with Rome and the West 
and his long stay at Carthage make it improper to exclude such a 
possibility. Such a relationship is, however, very difficult to demonstrate 
General similarities are in themselves no proof, since Maximus' depen- 
dence on the Greek Christian tradition can be demonstrated with a far 
greater amount of certainty. Furthermore he does not quote from Latin 
Christian writers, nor are there any such quotations in the Loci com- 
munes. But on the other hand, we must not rule out the possibility of a 
certain knowledge of Augustine's work and thinking on Maximus’ part 
and thus of some degree of Augustinian influence. | 
For at least 1n relation to Ше position and róle of self-love there are 


3 In John of Damascus reference should be made particularly to D 1 

where John's presentation of the eight cardinal vices icu an о 
Ше mother of all vices is after all ф:Лолтіа (PG 95, 88 D-89 A).—One should further 
notice, not only the text by Philo which we observed above as later known and evaluated 
under the name of Isaias (see p. 235 and n. 24), but also a passage to which Hausherr, op 
cit., p. 39 f., has called attention and which is found in the Philocalia under the name of 
Theodore of Edessa. There again we find Ше idea—with an anonymous reference to 
Evagrius—that $iAavría is the source of the eight vices, which are even divided—as often 
in Maximus—into a group of three (gluttony, avarice and vainglory) and the rest (see 
Theodore, Сет. 65; Philocalia 1, Venice 1782, p. 274). It is also said to give rise to a number 
of other vices (Cent. 92 and 93; ibid., p. 279). Now Theodore has been shown to be a name 
chosen to authorize Evagrian ideas (see P. GouILLARD, Supercheries et méprises littéraires: 
L'oeuvre de Saint Théodore d'Edesse, REB 5, 1947, pp. 137-157, particularly pp. 
144—149) and thus the circle is in fact closed. For the possibility can hardly be excluded that 
the evaluation of this element in Evagrius’ thinking which Maximus worked out so far, has 
here in the Philocalia led to passages which combine Evagrius’ own statements with a 
Maximian' interpretation. (It may even be that ch. 92 and 93 of Theodore's century are in 
fact compiled on the basis of Maximus’ own statements on $uAavría; cf. VILLER, Aux 
sources de la spiritualité de Saint Maxime, RAM 11, 1930, p. 266, n. 210, and GOU[LLARD 
art. cit., p. 148.) That Сошплко does not believe in Maximus’ originality either, is no 
argument against this conclusion and is even hardly convincing (see art. cit., p. 144). 

Von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 13 emphasizes that Maximus’ possible relationship to 
Augustine ought still to be studied. To this problem, see G. BERTHOLD, Did Maximus the 
Confessor Know Augustine?, Studia patristica 17, p. 16 f. i | 
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striking similarities between Maximus and Augustine. Von Balthasar has 
pointed out that what Augustine calls concupiscentia corresponds to 
Maximus’ term фЛаттво,? and that both writers conceive of this basic 
vice as a movement away from God to matter.” We can add that 
Augustine—like Maximus? — beside this evil self-love is also acquainted 
with a general amor sui, which is good and in accordance with nature. 
This idea in Augustine is developed in connection with the Stoic 
understanding of amor sui as an instinct for self-preservation.” This 
self-love must, however, have a right direction, in order not to become 
perverted into its opposite, an evil self-love which expresses the very 
nature of sinfulness." This makes it possible to use very strong expres- 
sions to describe the detestable character of self-love, formulations which 
are in good harmony with the Eastern tradition which we have examined. 

Augustine thus underlines, with reference to John 21: 12-19, that one 
should love the Lord and not oneself, for in so doing one truly loves 
oneself. He who does not love God, on the other hand does not really 
love himself either.2 And in The City of God we find even stronger, 
well-known formulations to express a superficial self-love, which 15 to be 
rejected. The heart should not be directed towards itself —as is the case 
in pride—but towards the Lord.“ Thus the city of God is characterized 
by love for God, but the city of this world by self-love. Both are built on a 
kind of love, but the city of the world on a self-love which ends in a 
contempt of God, and the city of God on a love for God which reaches as 
far as to a contempt of oneself. But on the other hand, when the love for 
God predominates, there is also room for a true self-love.* The only kind 
of self-love which is acceptable, is that which depends on the love for 
God. By loving God man shows true self-love (dilectio sui).^ Though 
Maximus’ starting-point is different—and though he does not regard 


3 КГ, p. 181. 

3 КТ, p. 412. 

3 On good self-love in Maximus, see p. 248 below. 

0 Cf. R. Ногтв, Béatitude et sagesse. Saint Augustin et le probleme de la fin de l'homme 
dans la philosophie ancienne (Études Augustiniennes), Paris 1962, p. 238 f., with reference 
to G. HULTGREN, Le commandement d'amour chez Augustin, Paris 1939, pp. 237 ff. and 251 


ff. 

4 For the relationship self-love—love for God, cf. Нот, ор. cit, pp. 251-273, 
particularly p. 263 f. 

4 In Io., tract. 123, 5; PL 35, 1967 f. This kind of argumentation on the basis of the 
double commandement of love might also express Maximus' thoughts, but it is not usually 
found in him. 

5 De civ. Dei 14, 13; CSEL 40: 2, p. 31. 

^ Ibid. 14, 28; p. 56, 30 ff. 

45 See De doctr. 1, 26; PL 34, 29. 

4 See Ep. 155, 15; CSEL 44, p. 445 f. 
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pride as the source of the vices—he would have been in the position to 
express himself in a similar way. For Maximus also accepts this kind of 
true self-love.“ 


Self-love as sensuality and pride in Maximus? predecessors 


This last indication of Augustine’s position in comparison with that of 
Maximus leads us naturally to our next question: What is self-love in 
itself for Maximus and his predecessors? So far, we have restricted our 
interest mostly to those definitions of the term which are of a formal 
character, and which express its relationship to other vices. Now we must 
turn to those descriptions of self-love which concern its psychological 
content. But here it should be said from the beginning that the clearest 
indications of this content in many of the authors whom we have 
mentioned as influential in relation to Maximus—even in the case where 
a writer explains to some extent what he means by self-love as such—are 
to be found either in the order of the separate elements in their hierarchy 
of sins or vices, or in the writers' understanding of the nature of human 
sinfulness. Those who regard self-love as fundamental in relation to such 
a hierarchy? or to vices in general, can thus be expected to reveal their 
understanding of it already by the way in which they denote the first and 
most basic of these vices. 

In general, we have to reckon with two traditions here: one, an 
Eastern tradition which regards the “bodily” vice of gluttony as the first 
of the vices, and one, a Western tradition which regards the more 
"spiritual" vice of pride as the basis of all the rest." And this leads to the 
result that sinful self-love tends in the Eastern tradition to be more or less 
identified with a desire for bodily lust and in the Western tradition with 
an attitude of pride over against God and other human beings. How far 
this is true also of individual authors, and in what sense Maximus is to be 
identified with either of these tendencies, we have now to try to find out. 

When Plato in his late work The Laws attacks self-love (dtAia 
avrov), in a passage which we have mentioned earlier and on which 
Clement of Alexandria seems to depend, he seems to do so in order to 
avoid the idea that one can refer everything to one’s own "nature", and 


thus escape from having a higher aim.? The statement also includes а 


“ He calls it a $iAavría гоера: Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, p. 39; cf. Quinquies cent. 1. 50; PG 
90, 1197 B. See further p. 248 below. | 

425 This is particularly relevant in Evagrius, to whose hierarchy of eight vices we shall 
return in the next section, p. 248 ff. 

3 See next section. 

* Leges 5, 731 e. 
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criticism of a lack of concern for one's neighbour, but in itself self-love 
implies here nothing more specific than an absence of an interest in 
higher values in general. When Clement uses the idea in his own context, 
however, he shows clearly that he regards it differently. Self-love is to him 
almost the equivalent of sinful vainglory.! He has thereby, it seems, 
transferred a predominantly philosophical discussion into the field of 
Christian ethics. But he has also shown how close he is to the idea that 
the nature of sin is itself a kind of pride. 

This tendency, however, should be compared with the understanding 
of self-love which we find in Philo, Clement's Alexandrian predecessor, 
who uses the term much more frequently than Clement does, and thus 
gives a more complete picture of how it is conceived within this tradition. 
In Philo there is a clear combination of the aspect of pride and the aspect 
of sensual lust. Thus Philo makes self-love almost into an equivalent of 
desire (Етдушо),? or he indicates at least that there is one kind of 
self-love which consists of sensuality.” At the same time, he establishes а 
very close relationship between self-love and the desire for worldly 
glory. In this connection he speaks of a “glory of self-love” (666a 
duAavrías) and combines it with such vices as “boasting” and "false 
glory". He even directly describes the sin of the tower of Babel as 
self-love.’ This shows that at least in the early Alexandrian tradition 
self-love was regarded both as a desire for sensual lust and as an attitude 
of pride. 

If we now follow the Alexandrian tradition in its influence on 
Evagrius, we at once arrive at the conclusion that the hierarchy of the 
eight vices, the basis of which is said to be self-love, shows clearly that the 
aspect of sensuality and attachment to the body is the dominant one, 
since gluttony and fornication are its first two vices, while vainglory and 
pride are the final ones. This dominance is probably bound up with the 
monastic outlook, which Evagrius so exclusively represents. It does not 
however exclude the fact that the vices of pride are also of a particular 
importance in Evagrius.* In Ps.-Nilus', i.e. Evagrius’, treatise De 


53! Clement (Strom. 6. 7; GCS Clem. 2, p. 460, 14 f.) says that one should not dem- 
onstrate one's фЛаупа by preferring rijv eis дудрфтотв Sdéav to the love for God. 

2 See e.g. De spec. leg. 4 (De concupisc.), 131; Сонм & WENDLAND 5, p. 238, 24 ff. 

з De spec. leg. 1 (De sacrificant.), 133; Сонм & WENDLAND 5, p. 80, 20 ff. 

*! See e.g. De spec. leg. 1 (De victim.), 196; Сонм & WENDLAND 4, p. 47, 18 ff. 

55 De decal. 72; Сонм & WENDLAND 4, p. 285, 10. 

56 De poster. Сат! 52; Сонм & WENDLAND 2, p. 11, 22 f. 

57 De confus. ling. 128; Сонм & WENDLAND 2, p. 253, 15 f.; cf. p. 235 above. 

3 Evagrius uses e.g. the striking expression 1 проту vrepnóavía, see Par. Graec. 913 
(no. 44); MUYLDERMANS, Mus 44 (1931), p. 378. 
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malignis cogitationibus it is thus made obvious that the whole hierarchy 
is built upon а triad of more capital vices: gluttony, avarice and 
vainglory,” and in the same text we also learn that pride is the first 
offspring of the Devil.© 

We shall soon return to this question in our discussion of the origin 
and structure of the hierarchy, but here already it must be underlined 
that the important position of vainglory and pride in Evagrius is of a 
particular interest. This fact 1s further emphasized when Evagrius says of 
these two vices that they appear (in the monk), when the others are 
overcome.” There is, in fact, in Evagrius, what we might call an 
antithetical relationship between these two types of vices. Later Cassian 
too gives an outstanding position to pride, though he uses the Evagrian 
hierarchy.“ 

In Basil, however, the dominant thought is different. For him self-love 
is first and foremost opposed to love of one’s neighbour.* For this reason 
one cannot in his writings draw any conclusion as to the dominance 
either of the perspective of sensuality or of that of pride. It should, 
however, be noted that in the Fathers pride is usually said to separate 
man from his fellow men. In Gregory Nazianzen this last view-point 15 
apparently brought into the foreground in relation to self-love. For 
according to him the effect of self-love 1s often recognizable in the fact 
that human beings cannot tolerate their fellow human beings to be 
spiritually superior to themselves. In the Abba Dorotheus also we find 
that the passage on self-love, which we have mentioned, is part of a 
treatment of humility and its opposite, pride.“ 

We can thus conclude that the aspects of sensuality and pride are both 
connected with the concept of self-love as it is presented in the writings of 

9 Ch. 24; PG 79, 1228 B. 

9 Ch. 1; 1201 A. 

6 See рр. 248-259 below. 

62 See Par. Graec. 913 (no. 57); MUYLDERMANS, art. cit., p. 380. 

в See e.g. Pract. 2. 58; PG 40, 1248 C and Tract. ad Eul. monach 22; PG 79, 1121 B f. 
; 4 He calls superbia *omnium peccatorum et criminum ... principium", see De 
institut. coenob. 12, De spir. superb. 6; PL 49, 432 А. О. CHADWICK, John Cassian. A study in 
Primitive Monasticism, Cambridge 1950, regards pride and vainglory in Cassian's opinion 
to be immanent in all vices and for this reason placed at the end of the hierarchy, while 
gluttony as “the root instigator” acquires its place in the beginning (p. 94 f.). 

65 Reg. brev. 54; PG 31, 1120 A. It should however also be noted here that Basil even 
leaves room for the idea of a true love for self which coincides with the love for God; cf. e.g. 
Tu. Р/к, La Sophiologie de S. Basile (Orientalia Christiana Analecta 162), Rome 1961, 
p. 150. We have noticed the same idea in relation to Augustine and Maximus, p. 237 f. 
above; cf. also p. 248 below. 


6 See Or. 2, apol. 19 Е; PG 35, 428 C-429 В. 
6? Doctr. 1, 7; PG 88, 1625 В. 
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those Greek predecessors of Maximus who devoted some noticeable 
consideration to it. This is also true of Evagrius, though he emphasizes 
most strongly the primary connection with sensual lust by making it the 
basis of his hierarchy of vices. 

A similar combination finally is characteristic of Augustine also. For 
on the one hand he builds on the Stoic idea of amor sui, the aim of which 
was originally bodily health. Consequently good self-love can exist only 
in so far as it is an ‘ordered’ love, while the revolt against true order 
which an evil self-love represents, necessarily includes a predominance 
of sensuality, a false attachment to the body. And on the other hand, 
pride is always involved when self-love is manifested, for it implies a 
self-sufficient escape from true inclination towards God. It is in this latter 
sense that the two kinds of love are contrasted with each other in The 
City of God.” Furthermore pride is usually seen by Augustine as the basic 
sin.” Superbia is, therefore, often presented as an equivalent of evil 
self-love. Thus the passions of the body and'the apostasy of pride are both 
closely connected with the Augustinian concept of self-love. The sin of 
sensuality and the sin of pride coincide in Augustine, even though the 
former is logically subordinated to the latter.” Augustine is a Western 
counterpart to Evagrius; both writers stress the róle of sensuality and 
pride, but where Evagrius subordinates pride to sensuality, Augustine 
does the opposite. 


A similar understanding in the tradition influenced by Maximus 


Before we advance to Maximus’ own understanding of self-love, we shall 
note here in addition, that the same combination of the aspects of 
sensuality and pride is also present in those later writers who were 
themselves probably influenced by Maximus—though with some pre- 
dominance of the aspect of sensuality. Thus, Thalassius defines self-love 


$ See HOLTE, op. cit., p. 239. 

6 An excellent example of this aspect in Augustine is provided by De mus. 6. 5, 12; 
Bibl. Aug. 7, p. 444: a love which turns towards the passions of the body, directs the soul 
away from contemplation of eternal things. 

10 De civ. Dei 14, 28; CSEL 40: 2, p. 56 f. and particularly 14, 13; p. 31, where self-love 
and pride are explicitly connected. 

1 See e.g. De Gen., adv. Manich. 2. 9, 12; PL 34, 203, where it is explicitly stated of 
superbia: “initium omnis peccati"; on this subject in Augustine see W. M. GREEN, Initium 
Omnis Peccati Superbia, Augustine on Pride as the first sin, Univ. of California Publ. in 
Class. Philol. 13: 13 (1949); pp. 407-432. 

п See e.g. De doctr. 1, 23; PL 34, 27, where Augustine, with reference to Ps. 10: 6, 
argues that the soul should not love the body but God, and at the same time underlines the 
fact that he who wants to exert an egoistic rule over somebody else falls a prey to pride. 

n HOLTE, op. cit., p. 249 f. 
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explicitly as affection for the боду.’ But at the same time, in Thalassius 
as in Evagrius, gluttony (which is immediately connected with self-love) 
and pride as the first and the last vices of the hierarchy are both in a 
particular way expressions of the nature of self-love.” In its most refined 
form self-love turns out to be pride. And when Thalassius— like both 
Evagrius and Maximus—uses a basic triad of gluttony, avarice and 
ор the first and Ше last of these vices are particularly empha- 
sized. 

In John of Damascus we find the same tendency: a close affinity to the 
Evagrian tradition— with a preservation of the order of its hierarchy of 
vices—and at the same time a certain stress on both sensual pleasure and 
vainglory or pride as the most representative expressions of self-love.” 
And finally, in Ps.-Theodore this combination is even more obvious. 
There self-love 15, as in Maximus and Thalassius, defined as affection for 
the body," while at the same time a basic triad of gluttony, avarice and 
vainglory appears,” and more important, self-love is in a summarizing 
way described as both love for (sensual) pleasure and love for (human) 
glory. 

Also in view of what we are now going to study more closely in 
Maximus himself, it is difficult to deny here a direct Maximian influence. 


Self-love as love for the body in Maximus’ understanding 


What then is Maximus’ own understanding of self-love? We have seen 
that in his formal definition it is described as the mother of all vices,?! but 
what 15 it in itself? In the case of Evagrius this question was best answered 
by a reference to the fact that gluttony is the first of the vices, and thus 
directly derived from self-love.? In Maximus a similar attachment to the 
body is characteristic of self-love. He defines it explicitly as a bodily and 
sensual weakness. It is to him man's passionate attachment to the body," 
an irrational affection for the body, or ofthe Боду. This may, in fact, be 
an elaboration of Evagrius’ understanding of the question, since 


^ Cent. 1. 4; PG 91, 1437 B. 
3 See Cent. 3. 86 and 88; PG 91, 1456 CD. 
| 16 Сет. 3. 89; PG 91, 1456 D.—We shall return to this subject in the next section of 

this chapter. 

" De octo spir. nequ.; PG 95, 88 D-89 A. 

в Cent. 93; Philocalia 1, p. 279; cf. Hausuerr, Philautie, p. 40. 

в Cent. 65; ibid., p. 274. 

в Cent. 92; ibid., p. 279; cf. HAUSHERR, op. cit., p. 40. 

*! See p. 232 above. 

82 Cf. p. 234 above. 

83 Char 3. 8; CSC, p. 146. 

€ Ibid. 3. 57; p. 170 and 3. 59; p. 172. 
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Maximus thus preserves the close relationship between self-love as the 
root of the vices and gluttony as the first of them." This impression is 
further confirmed by the scholies to Quest. ad Thal., which explicitly 
identify the thoughts of self-love and gluttony. We are thus bound to 
conclude that self-love, in Maximus’ opinion, manifests itself primarily 
in an inner affection for bodily sensations and the sensible world, and 
thus is also primarily linked with the concupiscible faculty of the soul.* 
Concupiscence in an evil sense and self-love in its primary manifestation 
are, in fact, regarded as synonymous expressions of human sinfulness. 
Self-love in a more restricted sense summarizes a sinful use of the 
concupiscible faculty.** 

In Chapter III we noted that Maximus regards the fall of man as a 
misuse of his natural capacity for spiritual pleasure and a preference for 
sensual pleasure. We have also noticed that this failure resulted, by God's 
providence, in a double experience of pleasure and pain, so that fallen 
man is always bound to seek for a pleasure, which can never satisfy him, 
and to try to avoid the consequent pain.? Now this perspective is, of 
course, also related to the character of self-love. Consequently, Maximus 
concludes that self-love, being both the root of the vices and manifested 
through all the vices, is linked with this double process in fallen man. It 
may thus be combined either with pleasure—as it was when man 
fell? —or with pain, or even with a mixture of both.” And different vices 
are caused by these different kinds of combination. Self-love is primarily 
related to pleasure, which is both the offspring and the end of self-love,” 
but in this world it can never avoid being also related to pain.” 

This fact, however, obviously implies that for Maximus the nature of 
self-love is not sufficiently described by a reference to sensual lust. The 
whole set of vices is involved in the activity of self-love. The unreasona- 
ble affection for the body, which primarily constitutes self-love, leads to 
all the other vices, and the end of them all is pride, so Maximus affirms; 

3 See e.g. Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, p. 33; Char 2. 59; CSC, p. 122; 3. 7; p. 146 and 3. 56; 


p. 170.—Maximus’ principles of further differentiation among the vices will be treated 
in section 2 below. 

8 Thal 49, schol. 20; CCSG 7, p. 377. HAUSHERR, op. cit., p. 44 has emphasized the 
importance of this commentary. 

87 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, pp. 62 f. and 85. 

в In the same way “tyranny” summarizes the sinful use of the irascible faculty, see Ep 
2; PG 91, 397 AB. 

9 See pp. 158 f. and 162 above. 

% See e.g. ibid.; 396 D. 

3! See Thal, Prol. CCSG 7, p. 33. 

2 Ibid.; CCSG 7, p. 31 ff. 

з Ibid.; CCSG 7, p. 33. 
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adding that he who roots out self-love, roots out at the same time all the 
passions that come from it.” : 

We can thus see, how the aspect of pride enters into the picture in a 
way which reminds us of what we have found in the predecessors of 
Maximus. As the conclusion of the hierarchy of vices, pride manifests the 
inevitable consequences of self-love itself. Maximus' use of a basic triad 
of vices, identical with that of Evagrius, points in the same direction. For 
in this triad, which is a noticeable element in Cent. de char. and which 
consists of gluttony, avarice and vainglory, the aspect of pride plays an 
important rôle.” This fact is further emphasized, when Maximus states 
in Char 3. 7 both that licentiousness, caused by gluttony in its two aspects 
of excessive and delicate eating, and hate for one's neighbour, caused by 
avarice and vainglory, are themselves caused by self-love.$ For by 
relating vainglory and hate for one's neighbour to each other, Maximus 
at the same time establishes a close relationship between self-love, as 
contrary to love for one's neighbour, and vainglory. The aspect of pride is 
still more emphasized in the Prologue of Quest. ad Thal, where 
Maximus makes gluttony together with vainglory and pride the first three 
vices; and all three result from self-love combined with pleasure.” 

In this last example, there is however another tendency which ought 
to be observed in this context. Vainglory and pride as vices are to 
Maximus not very different from gluttony. All three are expressions of 
man's basic search for sensual pleasure. Maximus even states explicitly 
that not only gluttony and possibly avarice but also vainglory have their 
origin in a demand of the body.” 

The vices of pride are, in fact, closely related to the other vices, 
though they must be kept distinct from them. They take a different shape 
in the monk and in a man of the world, but they are in both cases at least 
negatively bound to the other vices. For in the monk, vainglory 15 the 
pleasure he takes in demonstrating his own virtue, and pride is this 
attitude as manifested over against his fellow monks. In both cases he 
thus abstains from lower pleasures only in order to enjoy those of pride. 
And for a man of the world the vices of pride imply boasting about 
himself on account of earthly riches or social prestige.” 

We can thus conclude that Maximus, in developing the concept of 


** Char 3. 57; CSC, p. 170. 

35 See ibid. 2. 59; p. 122; 3. 7; р. 146 and 3. 56; p. 170. 

% CSC, p. 146. 

т CCSG 7, p. 33. 

% Char 2. 59; CSC, р. 122. 

9 See the important statements in Char. 3. 84; CSC, р. 184. 
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self-love, emphasizes strongly both. a primary attachment to the body 
and also the great impact of the vice of pride on sinful human life. There 
is in fact in Maximus a close relationship between these two aspects. In 
one sense certainly they are contrary to each other, in 80 far as the 
*higher' vices of pride usually exclude a simultaneous manifestation of 
the ‘lower’ ones. This latter idea— which is present already in Evagrius? 
and Cassian!?! —is expressed in different ways in Cent. de char." But a 
combination of the two aspects is also frequent. 


Maximus and the Eastern alternative 


We noticed above that a similar combination is characteristic of the 
whole tradition to which Maximus adheres. But within this common 
tradition we found a clear difference of emphasis: in Evagrius and the 
Eastern monastic line of thinking the sin of pride is subordinated to the 
sin of sensuality, but in Augustine and the Western tradition it is the sin 
of sensuality which is subordinated.' We must therefore go further and 
ask: Which of these alternatives within the common tradition does 
Maximus follow? From what we have seen, the answer must be that 
Maximus stands closer to the Evagrian and Eastern alternative. The 
concept of an attachment to the body as decisive for a vicious life 15 пеуег 
abandoned by him, not even in relation to the ‘higher’ vices of pride, for 
these are negatively bound to the ‘lower’ vices and are thus indirectly 
dependent on sensual affection, though this, of course, does not imply a 
negative evaluation of the body and the sensible world 1n themselves.' 

This predominance of the aspect of sensible attachment, which 15 first 
of all noticeable in Maximus’ different descriptions of the fall of man, 
may finally be illustrated by a passage in Thal 55, where Maximus 
allegorizes the story of David and Absalom in 2 Sam. 18. David is 
interpreted here as the practical mind, i.e. the mind which is active 1n a 
virtuous life; while Absalom, with whom he ought to fight but from 
whom he has fled into the land of Gilead, is interpreted as a kind of pride 
or self-conceit (dinos), because his name means that he was regarded as 
“the peace of his father”, and when we think that we have peace from the 
passions we bring about self-conceit. Thus Absalom means no freedom 
from passions, and Maximus gives a genealogical reason for this. 
Absalom was the son of David, but his mother was the daughter of the 

10 Pract. 2. 58; PG 40, 1248 С. 

101 Coll. 5. 10; PicHÉRY, р. 197 f. 

1? Char 2. 40; CSC, p. 112 and 3. 59-60; p. 172. 


03 See p. 242 above. 
04 Char 1. 65; CSC, р. 74; cf. Amb 10; PG 91, 1112 AB. 
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king of Geshur. And Geshur means, says Maximus, “the guiding of the 
wall", and since Ше wall is the body, the guiding of the wall is “the law of 
the боду”, i.e. sense or sensation, out of which Absalom, or self-conceit, 
is born.' Maximus could hardly be more definite about the close 
relationship between bodily and nonbodily vices. Thus the basic attach- 
ment to the body remains for Maximus a characteristic of all vices, 
though the importance of the vices of pride is always emphasized. If 
Augustine may be said to subordinate sensual sin to the sin of pride, 
Maximus, following Evagrius and the Eastern tradition, rather does the 
opposite: he assigns an important place to the sin of pride within the 
sphere of sinful life, the primary characteristic of which is, however, 
attachment to the body and disordered concupiscence. 


Negative and positive self-love 


The passions and vices exert a disastrous effect on man. The intended 
order and use of man's faculties is destroyed. The intended unity of the 
human composite, the created microcosm, is transformed first into 
disunity and then chaos, both within the individual and within the 
human race. This view is common to Maximus and the whole Christian 
tradition to which he adheres. But more strongly than his predecessors he 
emphasizes that all this disorder of sinful life is caused by man's 
self-love, 1.e. his disobedience to the divine commandment of love for 
God and one's neighbour. Without self-love the differentiation of the 
human faculties, and man's microcosmic character, would have been 
able to serve the purpose of human life and to favour a more complete 
integration of the whole. But with self-love these different faculties are 
used in a way which disintegrates man and mankind.!95 

Unity and differentiation are thus, here as elsewhere in Maximus' 
speculation, contrary to each other only in the perspective of sin. It 1s not 
the body itself, nor the senses nor the passible faculties themselves which 
are evil, but only their wrong use. This is Maximus' conviction, which he 
states—in spite of his Evagrian understanding of the psychology of the 
vices—in clear contrast to all Origenist tendencies. Self-love is defined as 
love for the body, not because the body 15 linked with evil, but because 

#3 CCSG 7, р. 507. The etymological interpretation of Absalom as “Ше peace of the 
father" is not unknown in the ancient Christian onomastica sacra, see Wurz, Onomastica 
Sacra 2, pp. 827 and 963. With regard to Geshur there is at léast a slight parallel to 
Maximus’ interpretation in Origen, In Genes., fragm.; PG 12, 121 AB, where Xoóp is 
interpreted to mean * wall"; cf. R. P. C. HANSON, Interpretation of Hebrew names in Origen, 
VC 10 (1956), p. 111. BLOWERS, op. cit., p. 219 sees Thal 55 as a “consummate example of 


the spiritual paedagogical nature of Maximus' exegesis of Scripture". 
106 See further sections 2 and 3 below. 
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attachment to the body prevents man's entire attachment to his divine 
end. 

But if this is Maximus’ conviction, one would also expect him to 
allow for a positive kind of self-love, which would be involved in a love for 
the true purpose and end of man. In fact he does speak of such a good 
self-love. He calls it spiritual (voepá) self-love, i.e. a self-love which is of 
the mind when the mind is attached to its divine end, and which is thus 
entirely free from affection for the body and for this world. It is elevated 
above the sinful search after pleasure and attempts to escape from pain. 
It never ceases to adore God, seeking in him the consistency of the 
soul. Such a love is a self-love in so far as it searches for that which is 
good for man, but in the sense of isolation and separation it is not 
self-love, since what is good for man, is transcendent in relation to him.” 

Thus it orientates and orders the whole of man towards an end, which 
is outside of man. Filled with such a good self-love the ordered 
microcosm is also in the position to act as a universal mediator. 


2. The Evagrian hierarchy of eight vices and Maximus’ 
differentiations of vices 


We have suggested that Maximus probably found one of the main sources 
of his own understanding of self-love in some Evagrian texts. ? These 
texts clearly set out a view of self-love which regards it as the root of all 
the vices, and link this view directly with the Evagrian hierarchy of eight 
cardinal vices, presenting self-love as the very basis of this hierarchy. 
This fact, however, leads us immediately to another question: Is this 
combination of the idea of self-love as the root of the vices and the idea 
of the eight cardinal vices to be found in Maximus also? The answer to 
this question is not quite simple. We have seen that Maximus regards 
self-love as the basis of all the vices, but the system of eight vices does пої 
seem to be a fixed element in his ascetic teaching, as it is in Evagrius and 
in the Evagrian tradition. On the other hand, Maximus shows clearly that 
he knows of Evagrius' hierarchy, though he develops it further, and he 
sees self-love as the basis of his own hierarchy of vices. 

This last conclusion is best illustrated by a reference to Char 3. 56, 
where Maximus 1) affirms in an Evagrian way that self-love is the cause 
of impassioned thoughts (Aoyiopoi), 2) presents the basic Evagrian triad 
of the vices gluttony, avarice and vainglory, and 3) finally presents a list 

07 Thal, Prol; CCSG 7, p. 39 ff.; cf. HAUSHERR; Philautie, p. 49 f. 


108 At this point Maximus is very close to Augustine; cf, p. 238 above. 
9 See p. 234 above. 
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of nine more vices, which includes all the rest of the Evagrian hierar- 
спу.! The relationship between self-love and the scale of vices is thus 
understood by Maximus in an Evagrian way. Char 3. 56, and still more 
Maximus' treatment of the problem in Cent. de char. as a whole, however 
raise a number of other problems. 

First of all, in Char 3. 56 Maximus says that the basic triad of vices 
are “of concupiscence”, but in other instances he differentiates more 
explicitly between the vices according to the whole trichotomy of the 
human 500,!!! and also in other ways. This leads to the question how 
Maximus' understanding of the hierarchy of vices 15 linked with his 
understanding of man's use of his three psychic faculties, and further, 
how this fact is related to different aspects of self-love. Secondly, the 
addition in Char 3. 56 of four other vices to the original Evagrian 
hierarchy of eight raises the question, whether this fact expresses a 
deliberate Maximian alternative to the Evagrian hierarchy or to any fixed 
number of vices at all, or whether it 15 rather a natural elaboration of the 
Evagrian hierarchy, perhaps particularly understandable in the light of 
the changes which had taken place within the original hierarchy during 
Ше centuries since Evagrius, both in the East and in the West. And 
finally, the answers to these questions will inevitably lead us to the 
problem of how Maximus' position possibly serves to illustrate the 
disintegrating function of vices and passions within the human unity, i.e. 
the negative aspect of the idea of man as microcosm. 

In order to arrive at an answer to these questions we must, however, 
first of all present a short account of both the problem of the possible 
context of the Evagrian hierarchy, seen from one particular aspect, and of 
the historical development of the idea of cardinal vices. In the first case we 
shall see that there may have existed a relationship between the idea of 
the trichotomy of the human soul on the one hand and the Evagrian 
hierarchy of vices on the other from the very beginning, and in the 
second case that Maximus' contribution to the Christian systematization 
of cee is well illuminated by the historical development of the hierar- 
chy." 


The context and roots of the idea of the eight cardinal vices according to earlier 
research 


This question has been widely discussed among the scholars, and so far 


I CSC p. 170; 

1 See further section 3 below. 

12 A number of problems concerning the psychological understanding of the hierarchy 
must here be left out. They do not immediately touch the main theme of this thesis. 
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no consensts has been reached. Evagrius presents the hierarchy as a fixed 
system, and one gets the impression that he builds on an older and 
accepted tradition. But this is often the case with Evagrius. No such 
tradition in literary form has been found however, in this particular case, 
and none of the suggestions concerning the possible roots of the Evagrian 
hierarchy have been altogether convincing. It thus remains a fact that 
Evagrius' own literary contribution must have been decisive,!? though 
Cassian, who in general follows Evagrius very closely, refers his section 
on the eight vices to the teaching of Abba Serapion, and for the actual 
number eight quotes directly his own two authorities, Abba Germanus 
and Abba Serapion." The names of the eight vices—in Evagrius' 
hierarchy they are: gluttony (уаотрьиоаруга), fornication (7ropveia), ava- 
rice (piAapyupia), grief (Avan), wrath (ӧру?), weariness (&xndia), vain- 
glory (kevo8o£ío) and pride (vmepnpavia I5. are well known from 
earlier speculation, but their combination is not found in any of 
Evagrius’ predecessors. Thus the problem remains: what are his sources 
and what is his principle of systematization? 

The answers to these questions have varied considerably among the 
scholars. It has been argued that the system is derived from the doctrine 
of the seven planets, or that it was composed of the (Stoic) four cardinal 
passions, combined with an interpretation of the four cardinal vices, or 
that it was composed by Evagrius himself on the basis of a number of 
varying catalogues of vices in Origen. Again it has been held that it was 
the result of a systematization of the negative counterparts to the four 
cardinal virtues, arranged according to the principle of the trichotomy of 
the human soul.! All these suggestions have finally been rejected by A. 
Vógtle, who has presented considerable reasons for thinking that the 
hierarchy of eight vices was constructed in monastic circles for practical 
purposes and built virtually upon a common teaching about the power of 
passions, and on concrete experiences and traditional Biblical exegesis 
(interpretation of particularly Deut. 7: 1) and who maintains as a 
consequence that tbe róle of Evagrius himself 1s not as decisive as some 


! Cf. e.g. HAUSHERR, L'origine de la théorie orientale des huit péchés capitaux, OCh 
86 (1933), p. 171. 

и4 Cassian, Coll. 5, 17-18; PicHÉRY, p. 210. l 

115 This system is presented by Evagrius particularly in Antirrhetikos (Syriac text and 
Greek retranslation in FRANKENBERG, Euagrios Ponticus, pp. 472-545) but also in De octo 
vit. cogitat., a part of Praktikos (PG 40, 1272-1276); cf. also Ps.-Nilus (Evagrius), De mal. 
cogitat. | (PG 79, 1200 D-1201 A). 

16 For this summary, cf. VOGTLE, Woher stammt das Schema der Hauptsünden?, ThQ 
122 (1941), p. 218, and art. Achtlasterlehre, RACh 1 (1950), col. 75 f. 
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scholars!" have thought.''* On this argument the roots of the hierarchy 
are not of one particular philosophical type, nor the principle of 
construction a definite systematic speculation. What interests us here 
specifically however are the reasons which may still be brought forward 
to support the idea that the trichotomy of the soul may have served as one 
of the principles of systematization from the very beginning, since at least 
Maximus, who builds on Evagrius, obviously attempts to make a 
differentiation of the passions and vices according to the trichotomy of 
the soul. 


The idea of the trichotomy of the soul as background to the hierarchy 


The idea that the hierarchy of eight vices was constructed on the basis of 
the Platonic trichotomy of the soul and on the corresponding system of 
cardinal virtues was particularly advocated among older scholars by S. 
Schiwietz.'!9 His arguments are not entirely convincing, and Vógtle is 
probably right in rejecting them, at least as a proof for a single source of 
the hierarchy.?! On the other hand, we cannot deny the importance 
which Evagrius himself attributes to the differentiation of the faculties of 
the soul in relation to passions and vices in general. It is true that 
Evagrius never indicates that the idea of the trichotomy is the source of 
the hierarchy, but it is not very convincing to argue that there 1s no 
connection at all, since the trichotomy (especially the division of the 
passible part) and the hierarchy are both of a great importance to 
Evagrius, who is regarded by all scholars as the first literary exponent of 
the doctrine of eight vices. What particular reasons are there, then, for 
allowing for such a connection? 

First of all, Evagrius says explicitly, that the impassioned thoughts 
grow from the two passible parts of the soul;'” furthermore he constructs 
a hierarchy of virtues on the basis of the trichotomy.'” Secondly, there 
are a number of cases where Evagrius speaks of the passions and vices in 
general, in combination with a reference to the trichotomy, or to the 
double faculty of the passible part of the soul. Thus, he underlines the 

! See particularly HAUSHERR, art. cit., p. 173. 

из V6GTLE, ThQ 122 (1941), p. 237; cf. IDEM, КАСА I, col. 77 ff. 

19 See $, Scurwigrz, Das morgenlandische Ménchtum 1, Mayence 1904, pp. 269-273 
and 2, Mayence 1913, pp. 80—84. 

120 His comparison between Pract. 1, 61 and the Ps.-Aristotelian treatise De virt. et vit. 
is striking, but his conclusions about the origin of the hierarchy are too quickly drawn; see 
SCHIWIETZ, ор. cit. 2, p. 82 ff. 

0 VÖGTLE, ThQ 122 (1941), p. 221 ff. 


2 See e.g. Pract. 1. 63; PG 40, 1236 CD. 
23 Ibid, 1. 61; 1236 A-C. 
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close relationship between desire (ёт:биріа) and the rise of passion, for 
both have their root in sensation,"^ and he also stresses that when the 
concupiscible part of the soul has been quenched in detachment, the 
irascible faculty of the monk is usually stirred.!? Evagrius further points 
out on several occasions that the thoughts of concupiscence and anger are 
opposed to one another," and therefore that a good use of these two 
faculties may keep the soul in a proper balance."' Thus Evagrius' 
understanding of the trichotomy of the human soul always comes into his 
discussion of the passions, in spite of the fact that he never bases his 
hierarchy of vices explicitly on the idea of the trichotomy. 

There are, further, quite a number of indications of the possible 
relationship between the two concepts. A good illustration of this fact 
may be found in a passage, which is probably by Evagrius and at least 
belongs to the Evagrian tradition, where it is said that during the night, 
when neither anger nor concupiscence is stirred, the demons attacking 
the monk form dreams of vainglory in his mind.'** Here the idea seems to 
be that vainglory is mainly related to the rational faculty, and it can 
hardly be denied that the writer regards the vices which appear before 
vainglory as bound either to anger or to concupiscence. 

This conclusion is finally affirmed in the later Evagrian tradition, 
particularly in a text, which Schiwietz found to be decisive: a passage in 
Cassian, Coll. 24, 15, which explicitly divides different vices according to 
the trichotomy of the soul.'? It is true that this kind of systematization is 
not found elsewhere in Cassian. Thus in Coll. 5 e.g., where he deals with 
the eight vices, he makes another differentiation. But what Cassian 
tells us here in Coll. 24, referring to a certain monk named Abraham, 
shows that this kind of speculation was at least found within the 
monastic tradition which accepted the hierarchy. It 15 further true that 
Cassian here mentions a number of vices other than those which belong 
to the original Evagrian hierarchy, but at the same time all the vices of 


14 Thid. 1. 15; 1221 D-1224 А. 

23 De mal. cogitat. 16; PG 79, 1217 D-1220 A. 

126 See e.g. оп the power of anger and the thoughts of fornication Antirrhet. 2. 22; 
FRANKENBERG, p. 488 f. 

127 Ве mal. cogitat. 17; PG 79, 1220 B: the good shepherd (i.e. the virtuous man) 
escapes from the wolves by virtue of his irascible faculty, but loves the sheep (i.e. the true 
thoughts of man) by virtue of his concupiscible faculty. 

128 See the addition to De mal. cogitat., published in MUYLDERMANS, 4 travers la 
tradition, p. 51, no. 28. 

7? Cassian, Coll. 24, 15; CSEL 13, p. 690 f.; SCHIWIETZ, op. cit. 1, p. 270 f. and 2, p. 80 f. 

130 See Coll. 5, 3; PicHÉRY, p. 190, where the vices are divided into those which need the 
co-operation of the body and those which do not, and into those which are due to an 
outward and those which are due to an inward impulse. 
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the hierarchy are included, and those which are added are easily related 
to the eight. We find, thus, that at least there was speculation within the 
Evagrian monastic tradition about a trichotomist differentiation of the 
vices, and that the way in which the vices of the hierarchy are distributed 
here is also in accordance with the presentation of the individual vices in 
the rest of the Evagrian tradition. And in Coll. 24, 15 we learn explicitly 
that of the eight vices cenodoxia and superbia belong to the rational part 
furor, tristitia and acedia to Ше irascible part, and gastrimargia, 
fornicatio and avaritia to the concupiscible part.?! The details of this 
scheme may be questioned from the point of view of Evagrius himself. 
but not tbe general understanding. | 

This clear systematization leads, however, in Ше third place to ап 
evaluation even of those indications of the trichotomist context, which 
we may find in the descriptions of individual vices in Evagrius himself 
and in the rest of the Evagrian tradition. The very structure of the 
hierarchy, in fact, invites us to make such an evaluation, for it starts with 
the bodily vices of gluttony and fornication, which it goes without saying 
are related to the concupiscible element; it continues later with a vice like 
wrath (друп), which is often, as we have seen, simply identified with 
anger (дуров), and it ends with pride which is possibly closely related to 
the rational element. Many details of the Evagrian treatment of the 
individual vices, as a matter of fact, clearly affirm this general feeling. 
And the same is true of the later tradition, though in neither case is the 
differentiation absolutely fixed. 


Examples of ‘trichotomist’ differentiation between the vices in Evagrius 


А few examples may be illuminating. When Evagrius says that alms (or 
mercy) heal anger, prayer purifies the mind and fasting quenches 
concupiscence, not only do we recognize the characteristic Evagrian form 
of the trichotomy, but it is also obvious at least that g/uttony is a vice of 
the concupiscible element, while vices like wrath, hate etc. are referred to 
the irascible element.'” Later in the same text it seems clear that both 
gluttony and fornication are naturally referred to concupiscence.'? A 
trichotomist differentiation in relation to individual vices (though vices 
not explicitly included in the hierarchy) is also found in Cent. gnost. Thus 
we learn that ignorance is related to the mind, luxury to concupiscence 
and hate to апрег.!3* | 

P! Coll. 24, 15; loc. cit. 

32 Pract. 1. 63; PG 40, 1237 В. 


3 Thid. 2. 54; 1245 D. 
34 Cent. gnost. 1. 84; РО 28, p. 57; cf. 3. 35; p. 111, where it is said that chastity (related 
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In Evagrian texts we further find that concupiscence receives thoughts 
of fornication,!? while the thoughts which arise from anger are insinua- 
tion, hate and resentfulness."ó Wrath (and hate) are further clearly 
related to the irascible element." More ambiguous is the position of 
grief. On the one hand it is defined as "lack of pleasure”, and thus at least 
indirectly related to concupiscence,* but on the other hand it seems 
clear from a number of instances that in Evagrius' opinion it is equally, if 
not more, related to anger.'? The reason behind this ambiguity seems to 
be indicated by Evagrius himself: grief comes either from lack of desires 
(Етдушлон) or succeeds wrath (друп).!“ The case of acedia is similar. It 
has a middle position and is, in fact, a false balance between the passions 
of concupiscence and anger and as such a negative counterpart to 
detachment (érrá6eio).*! 

Vainglory, finally, also has an ambiguous position. It is part of the 
Evagrian triad of gluttony, avarice, vainglory, the three elements of 
which, however, can hardly be distributed according to the trichotomy. 
We should expect vainglory to be related to the rational element, but 
Evagrius seems to prefer to relate it to the body and to concupiscence. It 
stands close to gluttony and fornication. This is surprising at first sight, 
but perhaps less surprising when we realize that Evagrius also has a 
tendency to identify the rational element with the mind, as we have 
pointed out several times. This idea ought to lead to the conclusion that 
the rational part is only indirectly affected by the passions, and that 
ignorance is the vice of the mind. Thus though Evagrius often allows for 
the trichotomy in relation to the vices, he works mostly with a dichotomy 
of the passible elements.'” 


Examples of ‘trichotomist’ differentiation in the later Evagrian tradition 
In the later Evagrian tradition similar observations can be made. Nilus 


to concupiscence) gives rise to love (related to anger), and love to knowledge (related to the 
mind). Cf. also Maximus, Ep 2; PG 91, 397 A with the corresponding triad of ignorance, 
self-love and tyranny. я | 

135 бее MUYLDERMANS, 4 travers la tradition, p. 51 (по. 27); cf. Antirrhet. 2. 7; 
FRANKENBERG, р. 484 f. 

36 MUYLDERMANS, Op. cit., p. 53 (по. 32). 

137 See Pract. 1. 11; PG 40, 1224 C and De octo уй. cogitat. 6; PG 40, 1273 А. 

18 See Pract. 1. 10; PG 40, 1224 С. 

139 See Pract. 1. 13; PG 40, 1224 D; 2. 54; 1245 D-1248 A and Ad Eulogium mon. 5; 
PG 79, 1100 D and 10; 1105 D. 

40 De octo vit. cogitat. 5; PG 40, 1272 C. 

M! This is made clear in Sel. in Psalm.; see the commentary by von BALTHASAR, ZKTh 
63 (1939), р. 188, y. 

12 See e.g. De mal. cogitat. 1; PG 79, 1201 A and 5; 1205 D. 





Disintegration through the Passions 255 


speaks of gluttony, fornication and avarice as desires (Етдуроц), ^ while 
the passion of wrath, and explicitly that of grief also, concerns the 
irascible element.'^ Acedia occupies just as ambiguous a position as it 
does in Evagrius, though it might perhaps be argued that Nilus regards it 
as belonging to the irascible element.'* It is of interest, however, that 
acedia is related to the soul, while vainglory is primarily related to the 
mind, though also to the soul.’ And finally, in the Tractatus ad eumdem 
Eulogium, the authorship of which is uncertain, the different vices are 
interrelated in such a way that it seems more or less obvious that gluttony 
and fornication belong to the concupiscible element,!^ while grief, wrath 
and acedia belong to the irascible element.!* Also of particular interest is 
the fact that vainglory is defined as “opposite to truth" and thus referred 
to the rational element.'^ It should perhaps also be added, that the very 
fluctuation of order between wrath and grief, which one can observe 
throughout the Evagrian tradition, may probably be best explained by a 
reference to the idea of the trichotomy of the soul, since grief is either 
regarded as caused by a lack of pleasure, and thus comes close to 
concupiscence, or as a counterpart to wrath, and thus is a kind of envy, 
linked with the irascible element. 

As a matter of fact, we come to the conclusion that the idea of the 
trichotomy of the human soul, which belongs to the context of general 
speculations about the passions of man, must have been of importance 
for the understanding of the hierarchy of eight vices within the Evagrian 
tradition. We may agree with Vogtle and others that this idea is not the 
root of the concept of the hierarchy, since Evagrius and the Evagrian 
tradition, except in one case in Cassian, never explicitly build it upon the 
trichotomy. But we are convinced that the monastic speculation on the 
hierarchy of vices was from the beginning closely integrated with the 

! See De octo spir. mal. 1; PG 79, 1145 B; 6; 1152 B and 8; 1153 A. 

^ Ibid. 9; 1153 C and 11; 1156 ВС. 

M5 Ibid. 13; 1157 CD. 

M6 See ibid. 16; 1161 B and 15; 1160 D. 

M? Tract. ad eumdem Eul. 2; PG 79, 1141 AB. 

! Ibid. 3-4; 1141 D-1144 С. 

49 hid. 4; 1144 C. | 

12 In Evagrius' De octo vit. cogitat. grief occupies the fourth and wrath the fifth place in 
the hierarchy (PG 40, 1272 A), but in De mal. cogitat. 1 (PG 79, 1200 D-1201 A), the order 
is reversed. In Nilus' De octo spir. mal.—except in the manuscript E of the recension B (cf. 
MUYLDERMANS, Une nouvelle recension du De octo spiritibus malitiae de S. Nil, Mus 52, 
1939, p. 247)— grief occupies the fifth place and is said to spring from wrath (PG 79, 1156 
B), but in Tract. ad eumdem Eul. we notice that grief and wrath are almost parallel, though 
grief precedes wrath (PG 79, 1141 D-1144 A). In Cassian’s Coll. 5, 2 ira precedes tristitia 


(PICHERY, p. 190), and this is also the case in the compilation, called De octo vit. cogitat. (PG 
79, 1436). 
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‘trichotomist’ understanding of the soul. There are too many indirect 
indications of this relationship to allow us to deny it altogether. And 
when we find direct and indirect references to both in Maximus, we must 
bear this background in mind. If there is a difference at this point 
between Maximus and Evagrius—as we shall try to find out in our next 
section—it does not, therefore, lie in the fact of this integration as such, 
but rather in the way in which it is understood. 


The later history of the Evagrian hierarchy and Maximus’ list of vices 


But did Maximus really refer to the hierarchy of eight vices? We have 
called attention to Char 3. 56 as evidence, but there Maximus not only 
mentions the eight vices of the hierarchy but also four other vices, 
namely rapacity (vAeove£ito), resentfulness (uy awakia), envy ( фдотоз) 
and slander (катололі:й).!'°! This text can therefore only be understood as 
a reference to the hierarchy of eight vices, if the additional vices are 
accepted as elaborations or synonyms of the original vices. It is here, 
however, that we may be helped by a short study of the history of the 
Evagrian hierarchy of vices. 

Already within the Evagrian tradition itself we may recognize a 
tendency to go beyond tbe fixed number of eight, and from the beginning 
it is made clear that the vices of the hierarchy are only a kind of 
starting-point for the description of an innumerable host of vices. It is, 
however, a well-known fact that the system of seven deadly sins in the 
West, which was established by Gregory the Great on the basis of the 
hierarchy of eight vices, not only represented a reconstruction of the 
order of the vices, but also a more restrictive systematization of them. 
When pride (superbia), according to a Western tradition represented by 
writers like Tertullian and Augustine, was made the basis of the hierarchy 
in the West, this reform could receive some support from the fact that the 
vices of vainglory and pride occupied a particular position within the 
Evagrian tradition itself. They were said to attack the monk, after he had 
overcome the first six vices, and so could be understood to be more 
fundamental than the others as expressions of human sinfulness. 
Evagrius would hardly have said so explicitly, but in the Latin writer 
Cassian this idea is close at hand. He calls superbia “omnium 
peccatorum et criminum . . . principium".'? And now the restrictive 
attitude of the Western tradition manifests itself in the fact, that since 

11 See CSC, p. 170. 


12 PL 49, 432 A. Cf. also our discussion on the sins of pride in the first section of this 
chapter. 
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both vainglory and pride express the same human sinfulness, which is 
regarded as basic, they are brought together into one vice, and the 
number is reduced to ѕеуеп.!53 | 

In a characteristic way this reform was, in fact, supported by John of 
the Ladder who, though representing Eastern monastic piety, argued in a 
rather formal way in favour of seven vices instead of eight.'*4 The general 
tendency of the Eastern tradition however was the opposite: for particu- 
lar purposes one could add other vices to the hierarchy. It is only very 
late that the Western system became dominant in the East. However, we 
find it clearly expressed in Peter Moghila's Confessio Orthodoxa for 
instance, where the number of vices is reckoned as seven, pride being the 
first of Шет.!> 

If we follow the Evagrian tradition, what we notice first of all is in fact 
that there are certain fluctuations within the fixed system of the hierarchy 
from the very beginning. In Evagrius' De malignis cogitationibus e.g. 
acedia is missing, and the number of vices is, in fact, just ѕеуеп, !56 but in 
the Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium the number is nine, or ten, for there 
envy (Фйотоз) is added, and slander (катаЛал:а) is treated almost as a 
tenth vice: envy is called both “Ше garment of pride" and “Бе root of 
slander".?" Envy and slander are however, as we have seen, two of the 
additional vices on Maximus' list also. 

But further, in the same treatise both pride and envy are said to come 
from vainglory. The close relationship between envy and the sins of 
pride, which is thus noticeable in the Evagrian tradition, probably forms 
on the other hand the basis of the introduction of invidia as one of the 
seven vices of the Western hierarchy. And these two facts together show 
that Maximus' addition of the vice of envy to his list is rather a sign 
which indicates that he does refer to the hierarchy than a proof that he 
does not. In the end envy found its place in the East as well: in the 
Confessio Orthodoxa it is the fourth of the vices.! The position of 
slander is weaker but we have seen that it is closely attached to the 


hierarchy within the Evagrian tradition. 


23 On this historical development, see e.g. О. ZOckLER, Das Lehrstück von den sieben 
Hauptsünden, Munich 1893, III, 41 f., and VócrrE, КАСА I, col. 74. 

4 Scala Paradisi, gr. 22; PG 88, 948. 

55 Confessio Orthodoxa, 3, quaest. 23 and 24—37; cf. ZOÓCKLER, op. cit. III, 107. On 
Peter Moghila, his work, its Latin version and his relationship with the West, see e.g. A. 
MALvY—M. Ушев (ed), La Confession Orthodoxe de Pierre Moghila (Orientalia 
Christiana 39), Rome—Paris 1927. 

3$ PG 79, 1200 D-1201 A. 

37 PG 79, 1141 A and 1144 D. 

138 See Conf. Orth., ibid., quaest. 23 and 30; cf. ZÓCKLER, loc. cit. 
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But what about rapacity and resentfulness? Here too tbe histor- 
ical development is of interest. In Maximus’ list rapacity (vrAeove£ia) 
is said to grow out of avarice, for which reason these two vices come 
very close to each other. In the Western hierarchy avaritia is pre- 
served, but in the Confessio Orthodoxa, where the hierarchy is 
modelled on the Western system, we notice the striking fact that 
avarice (фЛаруирва) has disappeared and been replaced by rapacity 
(пАєоуєёќа).!'5% The reason must be that the latter vice was frequently 
combined with avarice, and again we must conclude that Maximus rep- 
resents a middle phase in this development, and that the addition of 
the vice of rapacity is another sign that he is referring to the Evagrian 
hierarchy. 

The same conclusion can be drawn regarding resentfulness 
(uvnoikakia). In the Western scheme ira occupies the place of друп, but 
when this scheme is finally translated to the East, as we see in the 
Confessio Orthodoxa, wrath (бруп) is replaced by resentfulness 
(uvnotkaxia).'© 

The only possible conclusion from what we have now said is that 
Maximus shows, particularly in Char 3. 56, that he is well acquainted 
with the Evagrian hierarchy of the eight vices, and also that his treatment 
of this idea reflects a particular phase in its historical development. This 
is, of course, not to say that this historical development can be followed 
in its different stages, nor that the original form of the Evagrian hierarchy 
had already lost its importance by the time of Maximus. John of 
Damascus is a perfect example of a later writer, in whom the influences 
of both Maximus and the original Evagrian system are apparent.'*! What 
we might say, however, is that the monastic character of the hierarchy, 
which probably indicates its roots in practical ascetic experiences and 
which is dominant in writers like Evagrius, Nilus and Cassian—though 
one does not deny that these temptations attack worldly men as well as 
monks—disappears in the Western system, and consequently also in the 
East, in so far as the Western understanding gained influence there. But 
in the case of Maximus, the monastic character, which included a 
tendency to allow for additional vices in the system, still predominated, 


I5? See Conf. Orth., ibid., 23 and 26; cf. ZOCKLER, loc. cit. In the Latin version this vice is 
translated auaritia, see MALVY—VILLER, ор. cit., p. 104 f. 

19 See Conf. Orth., ibid., 23 and 34; cf. ZOCKLER, loc. cit. In the Latin version this vice is 
called ira, see MaALVY—VILLER, op. cit., р. 104 and 107. 

1 See De octo spir. nequ. 1; PG 95, 80 A, where even the older order of grief — wrath 15 
preserved. 
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and this to a great extent explains the way in which the hierarchy is 
treated in his writing. 


We have thus shown a) that there is a relationship between the hierarchy 
of the vices and the idea of the trichotomy of the human soul, and b) that 
Maximus' treatment of human passions and vices includes an attach- 
ment to the Evagrian hierarchy of eight vices. This leads us, however, to a 
closer study of Maximus' treatment of vices and passions in a 
‘trichotomist’ perspective. Such a study will demonstrate, how Не 
conceives of the disintegrating function of passions in terms of a misuse 
of the psychic faculties. 


3. The trichotomy of the soul and the work of passions in 
general 


We have seen that an emphasis on the relationship between the trichoto- 
my of the human soul and the differentiations of passions and vices is in 
harmony with the Evagrian hierarchy of eight cardinal vices or passion- 
ate thoughts, and we have also seen that teaching on passions and vices 
which includes extended or varying hierarchies, such as we find in 
Maximus, may very well be closely attached to the Evagrian system. This 
fact gives us the right to see Maximus' treatment of vices and passions in 
the perspective of his stress on the trichotomy of the soul, and at the same 
time as involving an elaboration of the Evagrian psychology of the eight 
vices.'* This in its turn is of importance for our specific subject, since it 
may help us to understand how Maximus' strong emphasis on the unity 
of the soul of man, as well as of the human composite as a whole, can be 
combined with an equally strong stress on the disastrous effect of 
disintegrating passions and vices. 


*Trichotomist’ and other principles of differentiation among the vices 


Against the background of our short study in Evagrius and the Evagrian 
tradition at this point, it seems first of all obvious that Maximus, when 
differentiating between the vices and passions which he mentions, refers 


rather frequently to the three faculties of the soul. This reference is, in 


162 Tt should be clearly underlined here that the trichotomist differentiation between 
vices (and virtues) in general is, of course, not in itself original in Maximus or his Christian 
predecessors. It is already an obvious fact in Ps.-Aristotle, De virt. et vit. 1-3, where explicit 
reference is made to the Platonic trichotomy (1249 a) and the application is worked out, 
first in relation to virtues and then to vices (1250 a). What interests us here is Maximus' use 
of it in relation to the Evagrian hierarcby. 
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fact, more apparent in Maximus than in the tradition to which he is 
attached. 

Thus in Cent. de char. Maximus stresses on several occasions that the 
passions and vices should be differentiated according to the psychic 
trichotomy, or to the dichotomy of the passible part of the soul. In some 
cases—in an Еуарпап way—the mind represents the rational part of the 
trichotomy, in other cases the mind is more clearly presented as being 
above all the elements, and in yet others the whole stress lies on the two 
elements of the passible part, since the problems of the mind and the 
rational faculty are for the moment left out of the picture. In isolated 
passages these variations may look puzzling, but seen as a whole Cent. de 
char., like the rest of Maximus' writings, shows that Maximus conceives 
of the three parts of the human soul, in relation to passions and vices, as 
mutually related elements of a whole, of which the mind is called to serve 
as a spiritual subject.!9 

Before we exemplify this general understanding and try to illustrate 
the extent to which Maximus relates his teaching on the passions and 
vices to the idea of the trichotomy, however, we ought at least to indicate 
that there are also other principles of differentiation which Maximus 
uses, just as we found that there are other principles represented in the 
Evagrian tradition. 

Thus, first of all we find isolated references to the classical four 
cardinal virtues—those of Plato's The Republic—with their correspond- 
ing vices, which serve as a basis for a classification of vices different from 
that of the Evagrian hierarchy.'* Secondly, there is the general ascetic 
differentiation between passions and vices of the body and of the soul, 
an idea which, in a more inclusive form, is expressed in a three-fold 
differentiation of good and bad conditions of life, i.e. between those in 
the soul, those in the body and those concerned with the Боду.! A third 
differentiation, also three-fold, is related to the senses, the condition of the 
body and the memory as different sources of impassioned thoughts.'*' 

The Stoic understanding of passions; with its stress on the dialectic 
between pleasure and grief, present conditions and future expectations, 
forms the background of a fourth principle of differentiation,'* and this 

13 Cf. ch. III: A, 2; pp. 108-113 above. 

r Е e.g. Char 2. 79; CSC, р. 132; cf. QuDub 1, 68; CCSG 10, p. 158 and Myst 5; РС 
* 105 oe Char 1. 64; CSC, p. 72; cf. the corresponding differentiation among virtues in 2. 
' lis. Ibid. 2. 76; p. 130. 


17 Tbid. 2. 74; p. 128. 
168 Ybid. 2. 65; p. 124; cf. 2. 44; p. 114. 
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principle, in its turn, is closely connected with a more genuinely 
Maximian differentiation between those vices which are born out of 
man's search for pleasure and those vices which are related to the 
subsequent pain, and finally those vices which are the result of a mixture 
of both. A fifth principle of differentiation, which distinguishes be- 
tween passions which manifest an irrational love or hate for something is 
probably equally genuinely Maximian.'” And finally, there should also 
be mentioned the idea of a seven-fold fall of human nature, exemplified 
through the history of mankind, as it is reflected in the Bible, and which 
manifests, though implicitly, a system of human vices which is certainly 
1n some way related to Maximus' understanding of human passions in 
general.!”! 

There is, thus, in Maximus quite a variety of systematizations of 
passions and vices. But the direct and indirect references to the trichoto- 
my of the soul in this context are, nevertheless, frequent and seem to be 
rather deeply integrated into the whole of his thinking. They are, 
however, of different kinds and represent different degrees of connection 
with the idea of the trichotomy. There are a) direct references to the 
whole trichotomy; b) direct references to the dichotomy of the passible 
part of the soul, with or without a mention of the mind (vous), or possibly 
of the rational faculty, as a third element; c) indirect or implicit 
references to the trichotomy or to parts of it; and finally, d) descriptions 
of isolated vices which indicate that they are conceived as a kind of 
misuse of the faculties of the trichotomy.'” Let us deal with these types of 
references here in the same order. 


Direct references to the whole trichotomy 


The direct references to the trichotomy are not frequent but clear. A good 
example is given in Char 1. 64-67, a section entirely devoted to the 
problem of passions, which shows that the reference to the trichotomy is 
not at all accidental. Here Maximus first of all underlines that some 
passions are of the body and some of the soul.!? He then advances to Ше 
passions of the soul, dividing them into those of the irascibile and those 
of the concupiscible part, thus referring only to the dichotomy of the 


16 Thal, Prol.; CCSG 7, р. 33. 
10 Char 2. 16; CSC, p. 96; cf. 1. 51; p. 66 ff. 
Vi See QuDub 59; CCSG 10, p. 46 f. 
T 172 This fourth type of reference will be treated separately under 4 (pp. 267-278) 
elow. 
13 |. 64; CSC, p. 72. 
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passible element," but he ends by relating the rest of the passions to 
various parts of the whole trichotomy.'? This procedure clearly shows 
that Maximus intends to underline both that it is from the relationships 
which involve the body and the exterior world of the senses that passions 
arise, and that the grip of passions takes hold of the whole of man. No 
human element is excluded; to all of them certain passions belong. And 
as far as the soul is concerned, it is also clear that the idea of the 
trichotomy serves to underline this involvement of the whole of the 
human composite. 

Equally clear is Char 3. 3, where Maximus explicitly emphasizes that 
the vices arise from a misuse of the three powers of the soul, and though 
the types of vices which are here referred to the different elements are not 
to be found as such in the Evagrian hierarchy, it is not difficult to equate 
them with corresponding vices in the hierarchy. Thus Maximus says that 
the vices of the rational faculty are ignorance and folly, a couple which is 
not very far from that of pride and vainglory, and he goes on to say that 
hate and intemperance are vices of the irascible and the concupiscible 
parts respectively."$ Here we must say that hate comes very close to 
wrath and intemperance to both gluttony and fornication. We may thus 
notice that Maximus again underlines that all the three faculties are 
involved, and also that the vices are explicitly called a misuse of these 
faculties. 

Finally, we are inclined to suspect an indirect reference to the 
hierarchy of vices also. This last suspicion is, in fact, partly confirmed in 
the next chapter of the same century, for there Maximus presents a tetrad 
of gluttony, fornication, avarice and vainglory, which to a great extent 
resembles similar arrangements within the Evagrian tradition, which are 
there closely linked with the hierarchy of eight vices.'” A similar passage 
is also provided by Char 3. 20, where Maximus once more distributes the 
different passions among the three parts of the soul, but also underlines 
the close relationship to the body on the one hand, and on the other the 
serious effects which the passions have on the mind.'” 

These three examples of a clear reference to the trichotomy in 
connection with passions and vices, should be enough to make certain 
that the ‘trichotomist’ principle of differentiation is central to Maximus, 

"4 1, 65-66; p. 74. 

15 1, 67; loc. cit. 

16 CSC, p. 144. 

7 See ibid. 3. 4; loc. cit. It should, however, also be noticed that Maximus’ reference to 
the trichotomy is supported by a citation of one of Maximus' accepted authorities, 
Ps.-Denis; see ibid. 3. 5; p. 146. 

18 CSC, p. 150 ff. 
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and serves to underline the fact that the whole of man is involved in the 
process of a life of passions, as much as in a Christian life in virtues.!7 


Direct references to the dichotomy of the passible part of the soul 


Here the number of striking examples can immediately be extended. 
Now these references are often combined with a mention of the mind as a 
kind of third element, which seems to leave out the rational faculty as a 
separate element and to imply an identification of the mind and the 
rational faculty. This Evagrian tendency however, is not as strong as it 
might look at the beginning. One must remember that the mind as 
spiritual subject acts primarily through the rational faculty, and from the 
point of view of the basic dichotomy of man, i.e. that between the 
sensible and the intelligible element, the effects of the passions of 
concupiscence and anger on the rational part of man very easily coincide 
with the same effects on the mind. And this fact makes it quite natural for 
Maximus to mention these later effects without mentioning at the same 
time the rational element as such. 

Thus for example it comes about that he describes how the mind, 
stirred by the impassioned activities of concupiscence, dreams of objects 
that give pleasure, but stirred by the activity of anger, looks on things 
which cause fear. The mind is thus presented as enslaved by the 
passions of the passible elements, and as human subject it engages the 
whole of man in a search for pleasure and an escape from that which 
causes fear. A licentious and unmanly attitude characterizes such a 
man.!?! 

In other instances Maximus points out, with an indirect reference to 
the same dichotomy, that hate and intemperance— notice the similarity 
between this couple and that of fear and pleasure— stir the mind of a 
man who suffers from passions, and that he has to be purified through 
love and self-mastery, their positive counterparts.!? Consequently, the 
virtues and activities, which conquer the passions, are presented as 
powers to heal and transform the two passible parts of the soul.'® 
Freedom from passions and divine charity are the effective powers 

' Other references of the same kind could be enumerated; see e.g. ibid. 2. 12; p. 94 and 
Ep 2; PG 91, 397 AB; cf. also references to the trichotomy in relation to corresponding 
virtues or to a good use of the faculties, see e.g. Char 4. 15; p. 200; 4. 44; p. 212 and QuDub 
126; CCSG 10, p. 93. 

! Char 2. 69; CSC, p. 126. 

81 Both Platonic and Stoic ideas have obviously coloured these reflections. See also 
Char 2. 70; loc. cit. 


2 [bid. 4. 72-73; p. 226. 
183 See e.g. ibid. 2. 47-48; p. 116. 
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behind this restoration of the faculties of the зош,! which is worked out 
through such means as spiritual reading for the mind, self-mastery for 
concupiscence, and prayers and alms for anger, or, according to 
another version, through prayer for the mind, self-mastery for concupis- 
cence and love for anger.'*é | 

The references to the dichotomy of Ше passible part of the soul іп 
relation to the different kinds of lower passions and vices are, speaking 
generally, very frequent in Maximus’ writings, and it is obviously his 
conviction, that any differentiation of them has to take this dichotomy 
into account. If we also bear in mind his clear references to the 
trichotomy in this context, we can hardly escape the impression that 
references to the dichotomy are part of this greater system, which allows 
for a strong stress on the involvement of the whole of man, by mediation 
of the soul, in the disastrous process of a life in passions—a life where 
differentiation means harmful separation, and the mutual dependence of 
the different elements means common destruction. '® 


Indirect or implicit references to the trichotomy 


This third kind of references is, of course, difficult to demonstrate with 
full certainty. Against the background of what we have now presented, at 
least a considerable number of these references are, however, illumi- 
nated. | 
But there is a particular problem here, which needs to be dealt with 
first of all, since it is of a special importance, i.e. the problem of the 
understanding of the basic triad of vices, which we have discovered 
already in Evagrius and which consists of gluttony, avarice and vain- 
glory.'* It is hardly possible to understand these three vices as an implicit 
reference to the trichotomy, for though gluttony is related to concupis- 
cence and vainglory is at least sometimes possible to relate to the rational 
element, avarice is difficult to refer to the irascible part. And if this is the 
case, the apparently ambiguous position of vainglory^ adds considera- 
bly to the general hesitation. But on the otber hand, it would be 


184 See ibid. 1. 34; p. 60. l 

te? s e.g. Ep 24; PG 91, 609 D-612 A; cf. the same formulation in Ep 43; 640 CD. 

186 Asc 19; PG 90, 925 D. 

!! For further examples, see e.g. Asc 15; PG 90, 924 A and Gnost 1. 16; PG 90, 1089 A. 

188 See further section 4 below. 

18 Cf. p. 241 above. l m ; = 

I? An excellent illustration of this ambiguity is provided within the Evagrian tradition 
by the compilation De octo vit. cogitat., where vainglory is explicitly said to be connected 
with all the three parts of the soul; see PG 79, 1461 C. 
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surprising if there were no connection at all between this triad and the 
elements of the trichotomy. 

Already Evagrius presented this triad as a kind of basis for the rest of 
the hierarchy, i.e. of fornication, anger, grief and pride which must be 
suspected to be arranged according to the trichotomy of the soul.!%! But at 
the same time it becomes clear that the triad itself is not arranged 
according to the same principle. It is presented as more basic than the 
rest of the vices, and as such, if we take Evagrius' general position into 
consideration, obviously also more basically related to the body. 
Evagrius seems to think of a straight development from gluttony to 
vainglory. The reason behind this arrangement, which probably goes 
back to older speculations about man's basic needs, is not apparent, but a 
most interesting biblical foundation is presented: the three vices of 
gluttony, avarice and vainglory are those which the Devil suggested to 
Christ in the desert. This last interpretation is also found elsewhere in the 
Evagrian tradition. Thus Cassian reproduces it, even noticing the differ- 
ence between Matthew and Luke in regard to the order of the tempta- 
tions." This tradition partly underlines, it seems, the basic and bodily 
understanding of these three vices. 

But how are we to interpret the same triad, when it appears in 
Maximus? À short study of the passages in which the triad is found shows 
immediately that the Evagrian tradition at this point was known to 
Maximus. He presents the same elements of interpretation, and he does 


7! See De mal. cogitat. 1; PG 79, 1200 D-1201 A and 24; 1228 В. 

22 Coll 5, 6; PicHÉRY, p. 194 f.—It is worth noticing that this rather precise 
interpretation of the story of Christ's temptations in the desert seems to have no explicit 
foundation in Origen, whose interpretation is of a wider and more general character. (On 
Origen's exegesis of the story, see particularly M. SrEmER, La tentation de Jésus dans 
l'interprétation patristique de saint Justin à Origene, Paris 1962, pp. 107—192.) However, an 
interesting parallel is to be found in the Canons of Hippolytus 30 (see Н. Аснвив, Die 
altesten Quellen des orientalischen Kirchenrechts, 1. Die Canones Hippolyti, TU 6, 4, 
Leipzig 1891, p. 281 f.), where the three temptations are said to aim at cupiditas, superbia 
and amor auri; cf. K.-P. KOPPEN, Die Auslegung der Versuchungsgeschichte unter besonderer 
Berücksichtigung der Alten Kirche (BGBE 4), Tübingen 1961, p. 37. Ambrose, Expos. ev. 
Luc. 4. 33; CSEL 32, 4, p. 155, 13-21, offers another parallel: gula, facilitas and ambitio; cf. 
KÓPPEN, op. cit., p. 83 f. Finally, Gregory the Great, Hom. in Evy. 16. 2, 3; PL 76, 1135 
D-1136 A, reflects the influence of the Evagrian tradition itself: gula, vana gloria, avaritia; 
Cf. KÓPPEN, op. cit. p. 84. It is surprising that Кбрреп, who bas noticed these interpretations 
and clearly seen that they are part of a wider parallelism between the temptations of Adam 
and Christ (see IDEM, ор. cit., pp. 79-85), does not mention the contributions of Evagrius, 
the Evagrian tradition and later Maximus the Confessor at this point. —From the point of 
view of the New Testament itself the Evagrian ascetic interpretation is, of course, rather 
remote. There the Messianic perspective clearly dominates the presentation. On this 
perspective, see Н. RrEsENFELD, Le caractère Messianique de la tentation au désert, in E. 
MASSAUX etc., La venue du Messie (Recherches Bibliques 6), Louvain 1962, pp. 51-63. 
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not advance much further. Nevertheless, Maximus' statements about the 
triad allow for some larger amount of clarity. First of all, there is a strong 
stress on the view that all the three vices are connected with the body. 
Maximus says explicitly that they all have their origin in some demand of 
the body, though he does not indicate in what way. Secondly, Maximus 
makes clear that as such, they rise more or less immediately from 
self-love.' And in the third place, he also points out that the vices of 
anger are not included in, but caused by, the vices of the triad.^ 

This last conclusion, which is of a particular importance in the 
context of our study, is most perfectly illustrated by Maximus in the 
Liber asceticus, where he follows the Evagrian interpretation of Christ's 
temptations in the desert as those of gluttony, avarice and vainglory,'”° 
but also demonstrates that the vices of the irascible faculty are not 
suggested to Christ in the desert but are confronted and overcome by him 
later during the course of his раѕѕіоп.!' And this fact now gives us the 
right to conclude that the triad of basic vices, which Maximus presents in 
accordance with the Evagrian tradition, includes no explicit reference to 
the trichotomy of the soul, but that in their fundamental relationship to 
the body, and as vices which cause the vices of anger to rise in the second 
place, the elements of the triad are nevertheless connected with the 
trichotomy. They express primarily the passions of concupiscence, which 
lead to passions of anger. 

The position of vainglory in this context may be difficult to under- 
stand, but it seems to be the conviction of both Evagrius and Maximus 
that vainglory should, at least sometimes, be understood as an expression 
of concupiscence, i.e. as a refined concupiscence which, however, in 
giving rise to the vice of pride, affects the rational element of the soul 
more directly.'?* 

However, there are also more apparent indirect references to the 
trichotomy, or to the dichotomy of the passible part. This is not least the 
case when Maximus deals with virtues and other means for the restora- 
tion of the human composite. In this context charity can easily be 
referred to the irascible element, self-mastery to the concupiscible 
element, and reading and contemplation to the mind through the 


1333 Char 2. 59; CSC, p. 122. 

1 Thid. 3. 56; p. 170. 

95 Ibid. 1. 75; p. 78 and 3. 7; p. 146. 

1% Asc 10; PG 90, 920 С. 

197 See ibid. 11-12; PG 90, 920 C-921 В. 


198 A similar, though implicit, reference to the triad is also given in Char 4. 41; CSC, p. 


210. 
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rational element. Statements of this kind are further illuminated by 
passages where the perspective is an opposite one: Maximus speaks ofthe 
elements of the trichotomy and refers to the virtues in general. Thus in 
Thal 55 Maximus underlines the fact that anger and concupiscence must 
be subordinated to reason and be used by the mind in the service of the 
virtues.” Likewise, passions in general are both negatively and positively 
referred to the three parts of the soul.?°! | 
Finally, in Ep 5 Maximus alludes clearly, in one and the same text 

both to the dichotomy, with its means of restoration, and to the Platonic 
virtues, including not only a reference to Plato’s image of the two horses 
and the chariot, but also an enumeration of a great number of vices and 
virtues, of which the first ones at least could be divided according to the 
trichotomy. Thus prudence and ignorance should belong to the rational 
part, courage and fear to the irascible part, and moderation and 
intemperance to the concupiscible part. Though the rest of the virtues 
and vices mentioned may be more difficult to distribute in the same 
way—a number of them seem, however, to belong to the irascible 
faculty—this text is another example of the importance which Maximus 
obviously attaches to the trichotomy.”” But then at the same time it also 
shows that this importance is intimately connected with Maximus’ idea 
that the whole of man is involved in the activities of both vices and 
virtues, and that passions and vices are examples of a disastrous misuse 
of human faculties, which are meant to be used in a positive context. The 
indirect references to the connection between the host of vices and the 
trichotomy of the soul show that Maximus is here dealing not only with a 
formal principle of differentiation but also with an important element of 
his understanding of man. 


4. The ‘trichotomist’ understanding of the separate vices 


Maximus’ ‘trichotomist’ understanding of the vices is, of course, illus- 
trated also by the descriptions of the separate vices, since these are 
understood as forms of misuse of any of the three faculties. This 
understanding can be demonstrated in different ways, but we shall here 


39 See e.g. ibid. 4.86; p. 232; cf. 4. 80; р. imi i iation i 
UM LN MR aom 4. 80; p. 230, where a similar differentiation is 

29 CCSG 7, p. 499. 

01 OuDub 126; CCSG 10, p. 93. 

?? See Ep 5; PG 91, 421 A-C. Justice and injustice refer, of course, in a Platonic way to 
ас en To the аше category also цакродуша and oAvyoyvxia should probably 

; cf. the correspondin iti i ікі i 

Rel our pn of цеуаЛофиуха and pixpoywyia in Ps.-Aristotle, 
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concentrate our attention on those vices which belong to the Evagrian 
hierarchy. In fact, this limitation is desirable on other grounds as well as 
those of our present study. For it seems clear that in general Maximus 
devotes more time and attention to these vices—and those closely linked 
with this hierarchy —than to others, and this is another indication of the 
close relationship which exists between the concept of the hierarchy and 
Maximus’ understanding of the passions and vices of the soul. Let us 
then study Maximus’ descriptions of each of the vices. 


Gluttony (yao rpuxsopyio) 

is the first, most basic and most bodily of the vices of the Evagrian 
hierarchy. Seen in a ‘trichotomist’ perspective it belongs to the 
concupiscible faculty of the human soul. In Maximus' interpretations of 
this vice these tendencies are confirmed. Thus Michal, the daughter of 
Saul (incorrectly called Merob?^ by Махипиз), is allegorically inter- 
preted as gluttony, because she had brought up five sons, i.e. a five-fold 
misuse of the senses, for Adriel, i.e. the intellectual part of the soul. 
The position of gluttony is, in fact, so fundamental that it is able to 
remove all the fruits of a virtuous life.” 

In the only separate piece of writing which Maximus devoted to the 
passion of gluttony, he recalls that Aristotle, in his book about animals, 
mentions an animal which is born from decay, between land and water, 
and consumes earth until it appears in the daylight. In three days it dies, 
but after these three days a cloud pours rain upon it, and it comes to life, 
and will never be an “ever-eater” again. This is, says Maximus, an 
indirect reference to gluttons. For any passion—of which gluttony is 
obviously the basic example—is born from decay and does not stop 
eating until it is revealed. And then it dies in the three faculties of the soul, 
but it comes to life again thanks to the grace of the Spirit, but not to a Ше 
of passion, but to a virtuous life instead.” 

Gluttony is thus to Maximus the most basic, and therefore most 


203 Cf, HAUSHERR, Philautic, p. 70. 

2 Jerome interprets Merab as “де multitudine", see De nom. Hebr., De Regn. lib. 1; 
PL 23, 821-822. 

25 See 2 Sam. 21: 8. 

26 See Thal 65, CCSG 22, p. 257 ff. Cf. also p. 297, where Maximus presents an 
allegorical interpretation of I Sam. 15: 33. Samuel says to Agag: * As your sword has made 
women childless, so shall your mother be childless among women." Here the sword is 
interpreted as gluttony, the women as basic virtues and the children as the offspring of the 
virtuous soul. 

207 Op. cit.; CCSG 22, p. 297 ff. 

208 QuDub 126; CCSG 10, p. 92 f. 
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representative of all vices. It is born from the relationship of the human 
soul to the world of the body and the senses, but it affects the whole of 
man, and may consequently be converted into virtuous activity. 


Fornication (sropveia) 


is the second vice of the Evagrian hierarchy. As such it comes very close 
to gluttony and is said to be born from gluttony. The Evagrian tradition 
seems to be unanimous at this point.? As a matter of fact, this 
understanding has also a wider background of physiological specula- 
Поп,” which cannot, however, be treated within the limits of this 
study?! From this it follows naturally that fornication belongs to the 
concupiscible element of the soul?" 

In Maximus this same tradition is clearly reflected. Once he even 
quotes authorities who say that demons touch the hidden parts of the 
body in sleep and rouse the passion of fornication.?!3 And the descent 
from gluttony is also emphasized. He thus calls gluttony mother and 
nurse of fornication," and in the Liber asceticus Maximus states that 
surfeit of food and drink heat the stomach and inflame the appetite to 
shameful desires, a process which leads logically to fornication. But in 


29 'This is clear already in the catalogue of Evagrius itself, where fornicati 
я cation naturall 
follows gluttony. In Tract. ad eumdem Eul. it is explicitly stated that gluttony is the eren 
of fornication (2; PG 79, 1141 AB), and in Nilus' De octo spir. mal. gluttony is called 
mother of licentiousness", i.e. in the first place fornication (4; PG 79, 1148 D). Finally, in 
Cassian gluttony and fornication do not merely belong to those vices which are bound to 
the body (Coll. 5. 3; РснЕку, p. 190), but their relationship is defined as that of fruit 
fornication, and seed, gluttony (Coll. 5. 6; Picuftry, р. 194). i 
Its general background in antiquity seems to be provided by the idea that dry and 
clean air is positive to thinking activities, while wet air is an obstacle to it. Humidity 
prevents reason from functioning, and therefore thinking is not favoured by sleep, 
pene е раа с Bas Diogenes of Apollonia already held (see DiELs 
ragmente der Vorsokratiker 2, p. 56, 13 ff.); c£. C.-M. EDsMAN, Arbor i igi ; 
Vip im СОА ) , Arbor inversa, Religion och 
e TO demonstrate the impact of these speculations in Eastern Christian asceticism, it 
may perhaps be sufficient to mention the realistic descriptions of gluttony and fornication 
presented by John of the Ladder. This important ascetic writer underlines in his Scala 
Paradisi that the demon of gluttony is often seated upon the stomach and constantly 
irritates пе n а sin of impurity commonly follows after gluttony. He seems to 
presuppose a fixed line of development from gluttony to a sleep which insti i 
fornication (gr. 14; PG 88, 868 C). Е е des E 
2 See e.g. in Evagrius’ own texts: Antirrhet. 2. 22; FRANKENBERG : 
4 2210225 ‚р. 514 Е; Сет. gnost. 
Н 84; P "is р. 57; 1 А Run 40, 1245 D and De mal. cogitat. 27,in ценена А 
ravers іа tradition, p. 51. Cf. also Nilus, De octo spir. mal. 6; PG 79, 1152 В ia 
Coll. 24. 15; CSEL 13, p. 691. i So 
» Char 2. 85; CSC, p. 136. 
M Ibid. 1. 84; p. 82; HAusurRR, Philautie, p. 72, has noticed that h i 
Tim. 6: 10 in this direction. j i 
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the same context he also makes clear that self-mastery (&ykpáreia) is the 
means by which man may avoid this vicious development, since self- 
mastery quenches concupiscence.?? In Cent. de char. he likewise under- 
lines that carelessness in eating and contact with women are the 
weaknesses through which the demon of fornication gets hold of the 
monk, since they help him to inflame the body.” 


Avarice (gtAapyupia) 

The position of avarice within the Evagrian tradition is more ambiguous. 
In Cassian’s Coll. 24, 15 this vice is without hesitation referred to the 
concupiscible element?" but the earlier tradition is less fixed. Evagrius’ 
own stress on alms as a means to heal anger seems at least to have some 
secondary reference to avarice а1ѕ0.2'* The general tendency however, 
coincides with the understanding presented by Cassian. This fact is 
particularly confirmed, if we have been right in supposing that the 
Evagrian triad of gluttony, avarice and vainglory is as a whole closely 
related to the body, and thus primarily also to the concupiscible element. 
Even Nilus seems to relate avarice to concupiscence.?? 

Maximus also seems to stress the connection between avarice and the 
body, as we have underlined in relation to his use of the Evagrian triad of 
basic vices. At the same time this implies however that avarice— which 
Maximus describes as the passion of a man who receives with joy but 
gives away with grief??—is very closely connected with vainglory. He 
says that these two vices condition each other in the man of the world, 
while the monk, who is without possessions, often grows all the vainer.”! 
And since vainglory is also related to pride, avarice to some extent 
occupies a mediating position. Avarice is at least presented as often a 
secret vice, which, in the monk, is only revealed when a particular 
occasion appears. It is often combined with pride, but when it 15 
revealed, it also shows its connection with bodily affections.” 

We may, therefore, be allowed to conclude that avarice belongs, in 
Maximus as well, primarily to the sphere of concupiscence, but is of such 


25 Asc 23; PG 90, 929 AB. 

216 Char 2. 19; CSC, p. 98. 

27 CSEL 13, p. 691. 

28 Pract. 1. 63; PG 40, 1237 В. 

29 See De octo spir. mal. 8; PG 79, 1153 A. It should be noted in this context that Nilus 
here explicitly follows Paul (1 Tim. 6: 10) in calling avarice the root of all evil. 

29 Char 3. 76; CSC, p. 180. 

21 Па. 3. 83; p. 184. 

22 See e.g. Gnost 1..64; PG 90, 1105 D. 
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a character that it underlines the involvement of the whole of man in the 
process of the passions. 


Grief (Лотт) and wrath (друп) 


These two vices are closely related to each other in the Evagrian 
hierarchy. Their order in relation to each other fluctuates. Since wrath is 
of course, the most characteristic vice of the irascible faculty, this close 
connection would logically lead to the affirmation that both belong to this 
faculty, when seen in a ‘trichotomist’ perspective. In Cassian’s Coll. 24 
15 this is the case,” but in the earlier Evagrian tradition the picture is 
more complicated. | 
In the case of wrath there is, of course, no difficulty. друп and душодв 
are almost synonymous expressions both in Evagrius and in the later 
tradition.” But in the case of grief the situation is slightly different.225 
For when Evagrius places grief before wrath in his hierarchy, he 
obviously does so in order to underline how man moves from the more 
bodily vices to those of an inner aggression, i.e.—in a ‘trichotomist’ 
interpretation —how he moves from vices of concupiscence to vices of 
anger. And in this perspective grief seems to occupy a middle position. 
Evagrius defines it as a lack of pleasure." 
| This "lack" may, however, be caused either by some outward 
circumstances or by e.g. a monk's fight against his own vices of 
concupiscence. Thus Evagrius points out that when the concupiscible 
element is moderated by detachment, then the irascible element of the 
monk is tempted.?? But on the other hand, in Evagrius’ opinion, grief in 
its middle position is also very closely connected with wrath. In fact, he 
says that grief is either caused by a lack of desire—an interpretation 
which has, of course, a Stoic background —or is a fruit of wrath.?? For 
this reason it should in the end rather be related to the irascible element 
than to the concupiscible element. It is a passion of the former, which 
establishes the relationship with the latter.?? 


23 See CSEL 13, p. 691. 

24 See Evagrius, De mal. cogitat. 1; PG 79, 1201 A and 14; 1216 BC, where wrath is 
replaced by дицов, De octo vit. cogitat. 6; PG 40, 1273 A; Antirrhet. 5. 11-12 and 17-18; 
FRANKENBERG, p. 514 f. and 5. 30; FRANKENBERG, p. 516 f.; and Pract. 1. 11; PG 40, 1224 C 
and 2. 54; 1245 D-1248 A; further Nilus, De octo spir. mal. 9; PG 79, 1153 C and finally 
Tract. ad eumdem Eul. 3; PG 79, 1144 A, where wrath is called “the law of дурдв”. 

> On the place and interpretation of Ab in general in ancient Christian writers, see 
further art. Avarn, С. W. Н. Lamps (ed.), А Patristic Greek Lexicon 3, Oxford 1964, p. 814. 

26 Pract. 1. 10; PG 40, 1224 С. 

21 De mal. cogitat. 16; PG 79, 1217 D-1220 A. 

28 De octo уй. cogitat. 5; PG 40, 1272 С. 

29 See e.g. Pract. 1. 10; PG 40, 1224 D and 2. 54; 1245 D-1248 A. 


272 Chapter Five: Establishing the Microcosm 


For this reason charity is a remedy for both grief and wrath,?? or for 
grief in the same way as long-suffering is a remedy for wrath.?! In Nilus 
grief is directly related to wrath and ought therefore to be connected with 
the irascible element,” and in the Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium the 
situation seems to be the same, since the vices of grief, wrath and acedia 
are brought closely together.?? 

In Maximus the same psychological mechanism in relation to 
wrath and grief is presupposed. Grief 15, however, in Maximus a vice 
which is far more discussed than wrath. In general and as a whole it 
is very frequently treated. Grief separates man both from God and 
from his neighbour.?" In the latter case it is very closely related to both 
resentfulness and envy, and creates serious problems within the 
monastic community.” When we consider the cause of grief, how- 
ever, we must bear in mind that the dialectic between pleasure (борӣ) 
and pain (0601) plays a most important rôle in Maximus’ understand- 
ing of sinful human life, for this dialectic undoubtedly colours 
Maximus’ view of grief (Avan), which, as we have seen, in the 
tradition before Maximus, influenced by Stoic thinking, is the 
regular counterpart to pleasure (дорӯ). And this fact predisposes 
Maximus to accept the Evagrian understanding of grief as lack of 
реазиге.236 

Thus he defines it explicitly as a disposition of the soul, characterized 
by lack of pleasure, adding that lack of pleasure necessarily implies an 
acquisition of toil.” Consequently, here too grief occupies a middle 
position, which does not however exclude the possibility that it belongs 
logically to the irascible element. 

But even more important, the connection between Maximus' under- 
standing of grief and his stress on the dialectic of pleasure and pain, leads 
him to an affirmation of a positive use of Aéarn. Thal 58 deals particularly 
with a grief, which is combined with true pleasure. Toil belongs to the 
conditions of this life. For a virtuous man there is thus a useful grief, in 
the same sense as there is a healthy pleasure.?* In the end however, grief 


?9 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 10; PG 79, 1105 D. 

21 Ibid, 5; 1100 D. 

232 See De octo spir. mal. 11; PG 79, 1156 ВС. 

?3 See 3; PG 79, 1141 D-1144 A and 4; 1144 BC. 
24 See Char 1.41; CSC, p. 62 and 1. 53; p. 68. 

235 See ibid. 3. 89 and 91; p. 186 ff. 

26 Cf. HAUSHERR, Philautie, p. 80. 

27 Tha] 58; CCSG 22, p. 27. 

238 See particularly CCSG 22, p. 37. 
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and joy will be entirely separated,” in the same way as grief may 
be transformed into joy already in this world when peace is estab- 
lished.?^? 


Listlessness (@xndia) 


In the Evagrian tradition acedia comes close to grief, and seen in a 
'trichotomist! perspective this very monastic vice should naturally be 
related to the irascible faculty. Acedia is a kind of false balance in the 
soul, a negative counterpart to detachment (ade). It is a spleen, 
which paralyses man instead of setting him free.”*! 

As such in Nilus it primarily concerns the faculties of the soul, and 
not Ше mind,” and is defined as a slackness (&rovia) of the soul.” The 
problem of psychic slackness and tension however belongs clearly to the 
sphere of the irascible element,“ and consequently the vice of acedia 
should be referred to this element. In fact, Evagrius himself relates it very 
closely to anger and grief.” The same thing is found in the Tractatus ad 
eumdem Eulogium, where acedia is coupled with grief.’ Finally in 
Cassian's Coll. 24, 15 acedia belongs, together with furor and tristitia, to 
the irascible element.?" 

Maximus too connects acedia very closely with grief,” but he stresses 
even more its middle position.” He thus emphasizes that a monk who 
tolerates thoughts of concupiscence and anger will easily fall from pure 
prayer and suffer from acedia.* And since pure prayer is an occupation 
of the mind, it certainly has its effects on it, in Maximus’ opinion. In this 
context, however, it is particularly interesting that Maximus goes even 
further and stresses explicitly that acedia grasps all the faculties of the 


29 QuDub 123; CCSG 10, p. 91. 

20 For such a use of the couple grief—joy, see Ep 24, PG 91, 608 С. 

41 Оп the position and interpretation of acedia in general i in ancient Christian writers, 
see further С. BARDY, art. Acédia, DSp 1 (1937), coll. 166—169, and art. axndia, LAMPE, A 
Patristic Greek Lexicon 1, Oxford 1961, p. 61 f. 

24 See De octo spir. mal. 16; PG 79, 1161 B. 

23 Ibid. 13; 1157 СО. MU" 

24 Cf. what Maximus says in this context about the good tension in Ше irascible 
element of a virtuous man, in OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 58. 

^5 Antirrhet. 6. 9; FRANKENBERG, р. 522 f. and 6. 53-57; p. 530 f. 

M6 4: PG 79, 1144 ВС. 

27 CSEL 13, p. 691. 

28 See Char |. 52; CSC, p. 68. 

29 HAUSHERR, Op. cit, p. 80, seems slightly to underestimate the importance of 
Maximus’ statements on acedia. 

20 Char 1. 49; CSC, p. 66. 
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soul, i.e. not only the irascible or the concupiscible element but also the 
rational faculty,?! and that for this reason it is heavier than the other 
passions. 

Maximus is thus very eager to stress the middle position of this vice. 
Though we have no reason to doubt that he agrees that it is, in its own 
nature, primarily attached to the irascible element of the soul, it is clear 
that the vice of acedia serves to underline the aspect of unity, in relation 
to the passions of the soul, more than the aspect of differentiation. It is 
thus another example of Maximus' conviction that, whatever differentia- 
tion may be made in this field, it cannot violate the basic unity of the 
human composite. 


Vainglory (xevodogia) 


We have seen that the position of vainglory, the first of the sins of pride, 
is not quite clear within the Evagrian tradition.’ Logically it belongs 
more to the rational faculty than to the other elements of the soul, but 
as the third member of Ше Evagrian triad of basic vices it is at the 
same time closely attached to the body, and thus to concupiscence. 
This vice also therefore acquires a middle position in a 'trichoto- 
mist' perspective. It thus happens that Evagrius himself relates it closely 
both to gluttony and fornication,*’ and that he shows its possible 
connection with any of the three elements, concupiscence, anger or 
mind.» 

Isolated, or regarded in immediate combination with pride, however 
vainglory can also here be seen primarily in connection with the rational 
element. For what is stressed 1n Evagrius and within the Evagrian 
tradition is its negative relation to knowledge (угшон). Vainglory rules 
out true knowledge.” Evagrius also states explicitly that when the anger 
and concupiscence of the monk are not stirred during the night, the 
demons form dreams of vainglory.?^ Nilus too underlines that vainglory 
primarily concerns the mind, while acedia concerns the soul,? and in the 
Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium we read that vainglory is the opposite of 


21 Ibid. 1. 67; p. 74. 

22 Cf, p. 254 above. —On the place and interpretation of xevodoéia in general in 
ancient Christian writers, see further art. xevobo£ta, І АМРЕ, A Patristic Greek Lexicon 3, 
p. 741 f. 

23 See De mal. cogitat. 1; PG 79, 1201 A. 

24 See Antirrhet. 7. 33; FRANKENBERG, p. 534 f. 

255 See Evagrius, Antirrhet. 7. 24; FRANKENBERG, p. 534 f.; cf. 7. 42; p. 536 f. 

26 See De mal. cogitat. 28, in MUYLDERMANS, A travers la tradition, p. 51. 

21 De octo spir. mal. 16; PG 79, 1161 B. 
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truth.?* In Cassian, finally, both cenodoxia and superbia are vices of the 
rational element.^? 

Concerning Maximus' understanding of vainglory, we have already 
seen that he establishes an interdependence between this vice and 
ауагісе.2 This fact should, of course, be estimated in the light of his 
emphasis on the Evagrian triad of basic vices and their affinity to the 
body. It is, however, at the same time quite obvious in Maximus that its 
primary relationship is with the rational element in man. In accordance 
with the Evagrian tradition Maximus strongly underlines that vainglory 
—which is very difficult to overcome??! —is a negation of true knowledge 
(уушотв),282 and that consequently, true knowledge excludes vainglory.?® 
Since it is contrary to knowledge it blinds the rational element and 
destroys already established virtues.”™ 

For this reason Maximus agrees with the Evagrian tradition that 
vainglory comes close to pride and appears, in the monk, when he has 
overcome his lower passions.” A monk's vainglory boasts about his 
virtues,” but a Christian ought to avoid all the vanities of the opposite 
evils of glory and shame,’ for he awaits a higher kind of glory, which 
puts an end to all shame.”® 


Pride (упертфата) 


The problems of the sin of pride cover a vast section of ancient Christian 
thinking, both in relation to religion in the strict sense and in relation to 
ethics. This is true also of Evagrius and the Evagrian tradition. This vast 
complex cannot, however, be treated within the context of this study. 
Here it may suffice to underline that, seen in a ‘trichotomist’ perspective 
the vice of pride belongs naturally to the field of the mind and of the 
rational faculty. The ambiguity of vainglory is more or less absent in the 


case of pride. Pride is the last and the most spiritual of the vices of the 


258 4; PG 79, 1144 С. 

259 Coll. 24. 15; CSEL 13, р. 691. 
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23 See Char 1. 46; CSC p. 64. 

24 QuDub 91; CCSG 10, p. 70 f. 
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Evagrian hierarchy. Thus in a fragment from Evagrius pride is called an 
“immaterial” vice.” 

As we have underlined above, pride is, in Evagrius' opinion, antitheti- 
cally related to sensuality, and it appears in the monk, when other vices 
are overcome.?? We should also notice that Nilus calls it a “swelling of 
the soul" (otómua улт), and that Cassian underlines that both 
vainglory and pride may appear without the co-operation of the body.?? 
It is further of particular importance that Cassian distinguishes very 
sharply between the six first vices of the hierarchy and the last two. The 
relationship between the vices of the first group is characterized by the 
fact that an earlier vice always gives rise to а later, when it is intensified. 
Between the first and the second group such a relationship does not exist. 
The latter type of vice is born when the vices of the first type are 
overcome. But within the second group, the same rule is again applicable, 
so that the vice of vainglory, in intensified form, gives rise to that of 
pride.” According to the Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium also, pride 
seems to come from vainglory, though it shares this place with envy and 
all three are very closely knit together. 

Maximus' concept of pride 15 again clearly inspired by Ше Еуарпап 
tradition.”” It is the last of the vices, to which a life in self-love will in the 
end inevitably lead.” Maximus also stresses the fact that vainglory and 
pride belong together," and that the former leads to the latter. * We 
learn further that pride— which Maximus, like Nilus, calls a 
*swelling"??—-arises, when the rest of the passions (of the monk) are 
rendered ineffective.” Once man has fallen for the temptation of pride, 
he is, however, again open also to the other temptations. 

Further, in Maximus' opinion, pride has a double character. It 
establishes a wrong relationship both to God and to the neighbour. The 
monk boasting of his own virtues either deprives God of His glory or 

29 See Par. Graec. 913 (no. 44) and 3098 (по. 6); MUYLDERMANS, Mus 44 (1931), pp. 
378 and 381, where the difference between pride and vainglory is so great that the latter is 
described as moA€vAos. 

20 See p. 241, nn. 62 and 63 above. 

21 "Ре octo spir. mal. 17; PG 79, 1161 C. 

22 Coll. 5. 3; Picuéry, p. 190. 

23 Coll. 5. 10; PicHÉRY, р. 197 f. 

24 4; PG 79, 1144 CD. 

75 VILLER, Aux sources de la spiritualité, RAM 11 (1930), p. 173, early noticed this 
dependence in relation to vainglory and pride. 

26 Char 3. 57; CSC, p. 170. 

т Ibid. 3. 84; р. 184. 

?* Ibid. 3. 56; p. 170; 3. 59 and 61; p. 172. 


29 See Ep 2; PG 91, 396 A. 
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scorns his brother because of his lack of the same degree of virtue.?!! In 
this context the relationship to God is, however, the most important 
factor. According to Maximus pride consists, first of all, of man's refusal 
to give the honour to God and to acknowledge the weakness of human 
nature.?? It is a denial of the divine Cause both of virtues and nature??? 
But in the second place it also establishes a wrong relationship to one's 
neighbour.^ Its remedy is, consequently, a true humility which excludes 
false boldness in relation to God and others,”® and the ascription of one's 
right actions to God and not to oneself.?** Pride is finally overcome by 
knowledge, a knowledge of one's own weakness and God's strength. It is 
thus primarily attached to the rational element of the soul, and for the 
same reason it threatens man even at the stage of 'contemplative' 
knowledge.?*? 


We have thus seen that Maximus’ treatment of the vices, here exemplified 
by those which belong to the Evagrian hierarchy, allows for an interpreta- 
tion which regards them as types of misuse of the three faculties of the 
soul. In some cases this fact is clearly stated, in other cases not. It seems, 
however, as if Maximus developed this 'trichotomist' understanding of 
the Evagrian speculation on vices and passions, which he follows very 
closely, further than Evagrius did. But we have also noticed that this 
aspect of differentiation, applied to the vices, is balanced by the opposite 
aspect of the unity of the human composite. In relation to vices like 
avarice, acedia and vainglory Maximus uses the opportunity to stress 
their middle position and the inner relationship between all kinds of 
misuse of the powers and faculties of the human soul. 

Finally, we have also been in the position to notice, in some cases, a 
corresponding stress on a good use of the same faculties which is related 
to those virtues which are regarded as a remedy for each passion. It is 
hardly possible to deny that Maximus, with all his attachment to the 
Evagrian tradition, has here made a personal contribution which is in 
harmony with his anthropology in general. This fact will be particularly 
apparent, when we now go on to demonstrate how his ability to keep the 
aspects of differentiation and unity together in this particular field is 
directly linked with his understanding of the double commandment of 

#1 See ibid. 2. 38; p. 110. 

22 See ibid. 2. 38-39; p. 110 ff. and 3. 84; p. 184. 

зз Tha] 64; CCSG 22, p. 221. 

24 See ibid. 54; CCSG 7, p. 449. 
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love, and the double character of self-love as related to the disastrous 
effect of the passions and vices in the human soul. 


5. The double commandment of love and the disintegrating 
effect of the passions 


We have seen that it is Maximus' conviction that the passions and vices 
may be differentiated according to the three faculties of the soul, and that 
the different vices thus imply a misuse of one or other of these faculties. 
We have also seen that some of the vices are contrary to others, and some 
exclude others, and that nevertheless they belong together, condition one 
another and are all expressions of a fundamental vice of self-love. 

Against this background it seems obvious that a vicious life is, in 
Maximus’ opinion, characterized by a process of disintegration. The 
different types of vicious misuse of man's faculties condition one another 
and are mutually dependent, but only to the destruction of the positive 
aspect of the unity of the human composite. No vice satisfies man, and 
for this reason it leads to other vices, and all vices, though particularly 
those of the concupiscible and rational faculties, separate man from God, 
who is the integrating goal of human life. But vices also separate man 
from his neighbour. The vices of the irascible faculty, with their 
descendents such as hate, slander, envy and resentfulness, which destroy 
human fellowship, are particularly relevant here. 

This dissolution of the unity of man and of mankind is, however, 
contrary to the purpose which God has placed before man, and сопзе- 
quently contrary to the double commandment of love which expresses 
this purpose. The 'trichotomist' understanding of the passions and vices 
thus itself leads to an emphasis on self-love, the mother of all vices, seen 
as a refusal to accept this double commandment and the consequent 
relationships which constitute the true unity of man. This last conclusion 
is of primary importance to Maximus—a point where he has made a 
personal contribution to the wider Christian understanding of the 
psychology of the vices—and we shall therefore devote some space to a 
demonstration of his view of the disastrous effect of the vices and 
passions in relation to this basic denial of the double commandment of 
love, and try to relate it to his ‘trichotomist’ understanding. 


Human passions and vices as the cause of a double separation 


Our first view-point here is the disintegrating effect of the passions and 
vices, which Maximus emphasizes. We have underlined on several 
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occasions that for Maximus the nature of sin and of the fall of man is 
expressed in the fact that man's natural capacity for spiritual pleasure is 
perverted into a search for sensual pleasure, as this is offered by the 
outward world of the senses in its manifold diversity.2 In his self-love 
man has chosen to find his pleasure in the world and not in God. But this 
is contrary to his nature, and thus he has fallen a prey to a dialectic of 
pleasure and pain, which characterizes the life of fallen man in general??? 

By following this pattern of sinful life, the individual sinner further 
establishes a sinful угфит, which gives a certain predisposition to his 
activities of will and аѕрігайоп.? And thus the following consequence is 
effected: involved in the dialectic of pleasure and pain, self-love gives rise 
to a whole host of passions, which may be differentiated accordingly, and 
thereby divide the one human nature into thousands of parts.?! We must 
therefore conclude that in Maximus' opinion, there exists a certain 
relationship between a sinful attachment to the world of the senses in its 
diversity and the diversity of the vices and passions introduced into 
human life through sin. Furthermore the many and various passions and 
vices have serious effects on the unity of human nature. Not that they can 
destroy it entirely, since the principle of human nature (its Aóyos diaews) 
is God's own pre-existent intention and purpose for man, but in so far as 
they destroy the outward manifestations of this unity. 

Let us now see how Maximus describes this effect. First of all, he 
shows that it is linked with a false attention to the manifold character of 
the world around us, particularly as it is manifested in the individualities 
of other human beings.” Secondly, he underlines that it is the different 
opinions and imaginations, as well as the different methods of establish- 
ing sinful satisfaction, inspired by the Devil and resulting from this false 
attention, which divide the one human nature into fragments.” Thirdly, 
we notice that it is in relation to the individual ухфит that this result 
becomes apparent.” Finally, Maximus emphasizes that the root of this 
split and division of human nature is to be found in self-love, which is 
also the root of all the passions.?? 

Here already, however, we can notice that the aspects of the individu- 


28 See e.g. Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 85. 
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al human being and of the human race are mixed. An inner revolt of the 
passions within the individual coincides with the outward division which 
threatens mankind. It is rather characteristic of Maximus that, at least in 
one instance, he even establishes this identification explicitly, since, 
having enumerated a number of vices which obviously disintegrate 
humanity as well as the individual, he concludes by referring to “the one 
man" who is thus divided.?$ It is, therefore, not surprising that it is to the 
inter-human aspect of the unity of human nature that Maximus often 
refers, when he speaks of the divisive and disintegrating effect of the vices 
and passions. This fact must, however, not make us forget that even those 
vices which primarily concern the relationship between the individual 
and his neighbour have their root in a sin of sensible attachment, and a 
preference of worldly pleasures to God. The whole belongs together in 
Maximus' opinion. А good example of this coherence is a statement in 
Thal 65, where Maximus emphasizes that among the disastrous effects of 
gluttony, i.e. of the most bodily of all vices, is the fact that through 
self-love (duAavría) it divides that which is otherwise kept together by 
love for men (ф:Лаубротіа).?" 

On this basis Maximus strongly emphasizes the disintegrating func- 
tion of sins, passions and vices upon human nature as a whole. Thus he 
points out that there is a constant revolt and division in connection with 
fallen угдит,?8 so that human nature is divided into many parts,?? 
contrary to its own principle (Aóyos) according to which it remains 
undivided.* A reconciliation must take place which prevents yropy 
from dividing human nature into pieces,?! so that human willing is no 
more in revolt against God, since it is then united with the principle of its 
own human nature." 

The vices thus cause divisions, not only in the individual in relation 
to the principle and purpose of human nature, but also between the 
individual and his fellow human beings, simply because all men by God's 
providence are called to be united around this common human principle 
and purpose.?? And consequently, the vices both separate brothers from 
one another, "^ and also separate the individual from Jove, since the 

26 Ep 2; PG 91, 397 D. 

7 CCSG 22, p. 297. 

38 Ep 2; PG 91, 400 C. 

29 Ibid.; 400 D. 
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function of love coincides with the divine purpose set for man. Separa- 
tion from love means, in fact, in this context, separation both from the 
divine end of man and from the unity of mankind. Particularly in Cent. 
de char. and Ep 2 Maximus underlines again and again this sinful 
separation from love, as well as the unifying function and purpose of love 
itself?» 

According to Maximus, passions and vices thus cause a double 
separation: from God and the divine purpose for man, the principle of 
human nature, on the one hand, and from the neighbour and the whole of 
humanity on the other, and this separation is, as we have seen, sometimes 
also called a separation from love. This last fact, however, points 
inevitably in the direction of the double commandment of love. As the 
two aspects of human division and separation belong together, so also do 
the two elements of the commandment of love. We are, therefore, bound 
to ask whether Maximus himself carries through his own line of thinking 
in this direction and sees the sins, passions and vices as a transgression of 
one or other ofthe two elements of this commandment. And further, does 
his understanding of self-love, which is both the root of all passions and 
the negation of true love, consequently itself involve two different 
aspects, corresponding to the two elements of the commandment of love? 


The double commandment of love as a principle of distinction between human 
passions and vices 


In both these matters Maximus' own texts impel us to give an affirmative 
answer. He frequently refers, in connection with his treatment of virtues 
and vices, to the double commandment of love and strongly emphasizes 
that its two elements are deeply interrelated. 5 The double attitude of 
love is said to characterize the peace of the angels and all the saints from 
the beginning,” and love for God and for one's neighbour are both 
implied in the virtuous perfection of the individual mind.*” Further the 
two aspects belong together, since love for one's neighbour makes firm 
one's love for God.*” And more important, we can also notice that there 
are certain vices which primarily are transgressions of the command- 
ment of love for one's neighbour, and others which primarily exclude 
love for God. Vices like hate, grief, wrath and resentfulness are easily 

X5 See e.g. ibid. 4. 16-20; p. 200 ff.; Ep 2; PG 91, 401 B-D and Char 1. 71; p. 76. 

X6 See e.g. in relation to love as the summit of all virtues, and indirectly as the 
destroyer of all vices, Ep 2; PG 91, 401 CD. 
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referred to the first саѓерогу,:! and a vice like pride to the latter.?!! But 
what about the others? How far is this differentiation according to the 
two aspects of the commandment of love applicable to the list of vices in 
general? Maximus himself answers this question in Char 4. 75, where he 
refers the double character of love to the dichotomy of the passible part 
of the soul, saying that love for God is opposed to concupiscence and love 
for one's neighbour to anger?” 

We see thus that the ‘trichotomist’ interpretation of the vices, with 
which this reference to concupiscence and anger is certainly connected, is 
used by Maximus not only to distinguish between different types of vices 
in general, but also for a distinction which is linked with the double 
commandment of love. Vices of the concupiscible part express a primary 
relationship to the world of the senses in search for their pleasures, which 
is a denial of man's call to love God above everything and to find his true 
pleasure and end in Him; and vices of the irascible part manifest a 
corresponding disobedience to the call to love one's neighbour as oneself. 
It goes without saying that the vices of the rational part can be expected 
to be regarded as a denial of both, though primarily of the love for God, 
since this represents the higher and wider aspect of true human life. 

It should also be added that this idea is not confined to one particular 
passage. In the light of the passage quoted, Char 4. 75, other statements 
within the same context appear to make implicit references to the same 
idea. Thus we learn that concupiscence may be transformed into burning 
love for God and anger into divine charity,?? or that those who abstain 
from pleasures, i.e. from that which is connected with the vices of the 
concupiscible element, should do so because of love for God.*!* And 
likewise Maximus stresses that the purpose of Christ's commandments is 
to set the mind free from incontinence and hate, and bring it to love for 
God and for its neighbour— where again we can see an implicit reference 
to the connection between the dichotomy of the passible part of the soul 
and the double commandment of love, since the term incontinence 
(&xpacia) is a good summary of the vices of the concupiscible, and the 
term hate of the vices of the irascible element.?? It is thus difficult to 
avoid the feeling that Maximus' emphasis on the idea of the trichotomy 

30 See Char 1. 61; CSC, p. 72. 

31 See e.g. ibid. 3. 84 and 87; p. 184 ff. Secondarily vainglory and pride also disturb the 
right relationship to one's fellow human beings; cf. p. 276 f. above. 

32 CSC, p. 226. Maximus adds an interpretation of the two pence of Luke 10: 35 as 
referring to these two kinds of love as given for the restoration of sinful man. 
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of the soul, and particularly of the dichotomy of its passible part, in 
connection with his treatment of passions and vices, at least in a piece of 
writing such as his Centuries on Charity, 15 motivated to a greater or 
lesser degree by its capacity to express, not only the differentiations 
within the unity of the human soul, of which vices imply a misuse, but 
above all the fact that passions and vices mean a disobedience to the two 
aspects of the commandment of love. 


The double perspective of self-love 


This fact leads us, however, to our second conclusion. We asked earlier, 
whether Maximus also leaves room for an understanding of self-love 
which corresponds to this perspective of the vices. To this question too 
Maximus gives an answer. In Char 4. 37 we read that the monk should be 
no self-pleaser, in order not to hate his brother. Nor should he be a 
self-lover, for he ought to love God.?"* It is not difficult to see that this 
little chapter contains more than a reference to the double command- 
ment of love. It also contains a statement about the two aspects of 
self-love. Self-love (ф:Латтіа) in a first, and more basic sense, is a love for 
the body, a love of sensual lust, which implies a refusal of the true delight 
which is offered to man in God, and from this come all the vices. 
Self-love in a more restricted sense, on the horizontal level, is here called 
офтарёскє:іа, and implies a sinful isolation from one's neighbour which 
is easily connected with the vices of the irascible element. It should also 
be remembered that in the Liber asceticus Maximus describes how 
Christ, who is free from all self-love, is first of all obedient to the 
commandment of love for God—by overcoming the temptations of the 
concupiscible element in the desert —, and secondly how——in the course 
of his passion—he shows his obedience also to the commandment of 
love for one's neighbour, in defeating the temptations related to the 
irascible faculty.?" 


The 'trichotomist' understanding of the vices is thus in Maximus closely 
linked with his stress on the double commandment of love, and this fact 
corresponds intimately with his emphasis on self-love as the root of all 
vices, and love as the summit of all virtues. Self-love leads to vices which 
disintegrate the human composite by disturbing its relationship to God 
and its fellow men. In this case differentiation becomes a negative factor, 
since it helps this process of disintegration. But love, on the other hand, 
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implies virtues which manifest a right use of the differentiated faculties 
of man, and by doing so it unites him both with God and his neighbour. 
In this case differentiation underlines the aspect of unity. Man is not only 
an isolated individual with an isolated relationship to God. Не 15 a 
member of the human species, and he shares with all human beings the 
same integrating principle of nature. 

But finally, we have also seen that the disintegrating work of the 
passions and vices, rooted in self-love, starts with an attachment to the 
world in its manifoldness, an exterior world to which man is related by 
his own composite nature. We have earlier underlined that man as 
microcosm reflects this created world, the basic dichotomy of which he 
carries within himself, and the manifold character of which has its 
counterpart in his own differentiation.!? Now we can see that this 
microcosmic character of man on the one hand leads to vicious destruc- 
tion, when self-love rules in him, for self-love invites all the passions to 
perform their disintegrating function in accordance with the differenti- 
ated nature of man himself; but on the other that man's truly micro- 
cosmic character is fully established, when love in both its aspects rules 
in man, for love invites all the virtues to perform their task of 
transformation of the different human faculties, through their victory 
over the vices and their good use of these faculties. 

In our next section we shall study, how this true establishment takes 
place in love, and how the virtues thus allow for an incarnation of the 
Logos in man as a result of this good use of the different faculties. There 
the aspect of differentiation is also, in a typically Maximian way, 
balanced by the aspect of unity, which the attachment to the Aoyos of 
human nature and the relationship between this Aoyos and the Logos- 
Christ together safeguard. 


B. Re-integration through the Virtues 


We have seen how the vices, in Maximus' opinion, form a function of 
disintegration in relation both to the individual human being and to 
humanity as a whole. We have also tried to establish a certain connection 
between this aspect of disintegration and Maximus’ stress on the idea of 
the trichotomy of the soul as applicable to the vices. In this context a 
‘trichotomist’ principle of differentiation within the Evagrian hierarchy 
of vices—to which Maximus is attached—seemed to us to be of 
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particular interest, since the vices can be seen as forms of misuse of the 
different faculties of man. 

When we now turn our attention to the field of virtues against the 
background of what has been said in the first section of this chapter, we 
must ask how far there is a correspondence between Maximus’ under- 
standing of the virtues and his understanding of the vices. Are the 
hierarchies of virtues in any sense counterparts to that of the vices? Do 
the individual virtues appear as counterparts to corresponding vices? 
And are these virtues also seen in a ‘trichotomist’ perspective, so that 
such virtues are to be understood as a good use of one of the three 
faculties of the soul? And we may finally continue with the following 
question: is there also a proper correspondence between self-love as the 
root of all the vices and true love as the summit of all the virtues? For 
only when all these questions are answered in the affirmative, will we be 
able to conclude that the aspects of differentiation and unity are fully 
balanced in Maximus' understanding of vices and virtues, and only in 
that case will we also be able to say that the idea of man as a mediating 
тісгосоѕт —a unified and unifying world in little—is worked out into 
the very details of his Christian anthropology. 


І. Hierarchies of virtues compared with the hierarchies of vices 


In his teaching on virtues Maximus depends on Evagrius and the 
Evagrian tradition to an even greater extent than in his teaching on vices. 
This is not least the case when he tries to establish a hierarchy of virtues. 
A direct comparison between Evagrius’ letter to Anatolius, i.e. the 
prologue to his Praktikos, and the first chapters of Maximus’ first century 
on charity is enough to prove his dependence. The only difference worth 
noticing is recognizable in relation to the concept of love, as we shall see 
later. 

This fact however does not imply that there is in either of the writers a 
strict correspondence between their hierarchies of vices and their hierar- 
chies of virtues. The reason is that the two types of hierarchy seem, at 
first sight, to be difficult to compare. First of all, there exists no fixed 
system of virtues comparable with Evagrius’ hierarchy of eight vices. 
And secondly, the two types of hierarchy are constructed in very different 
ways. The hierarchy of virtues covers a larger field. It usually goes from 
the starting-point of human restoration, which is to be found in faith, to 
the end of Christian perfection in final blessedness. The space which, in 
the case of vices, is covered by the hierarchy of eight, thus corresponds to 
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quite a small section of the hierarchies of virtues, and for this reason 
individual virtues corresponding to the vices of the Evagrian hierarchy 
are usually not enumerated in the hierarchies of virtues. 


Maximus and the Evagrian hierarchy of virtues 


This fact is best illustrated by Evagrius' hierarchy of virtues in the 
Praktikos, compared with that of Maximus in Char 139 Evagrius' 
hierarchy consists of the following ‘virtues’: faith, fear of God, self- 
mastery, patience and hope, detachment, love, ‘natural’ knowledge, 
‘theology’ and blessedness. Maximus’ hierarchy contains the following 
elements: faith, fear of God, self-mastery, patience and long-suffering, 
hope in God, detachment and love. As we see, there are only few 
differences. One is that Evagrius joins patience and hope into a pair, 
while Maximus introduces long-suffering and combines it with patience, 
and establishes hope as a separate virtue. (In both cases, each virtue 15 
supposed to lead on to the next.) Another, and more important difference 
is, as we have already indicated, that Evagrius attributes a relatively 
restricted position to love (&yár) as the end of vita practica, leading on 
to the higher virtue of урос, which unites with God, while Maximus 
ends his enumeration with love, though he adds in the next chapter a 
special passage on knowledge.’ 

This difference seems to indicate that Maximus does not wish to 
establish an order of superiority as between love and knowledge, since 
love in a wider sense not only involves a preference for the knowledge of 
God to anything else,?! but also carries man in all his intellectual activity 
to full communion with God? Thus in his hierarchy he accepts the 
Evagrian understanding of love in a more restricted sense, as the end of 
the vita practica, but believing as he also does in a wider concept of love, 
he prefers to leave the later virtues of Evagrius’ hierarchy" out of his 
own. 
It is also of interest in this context to notice that Evagrius’ hierarchy 
probably goes back to a hierarchy of virtues established by Clement of 
Alexandria, consisting of faith, fear of God, hope, change of mind 

39 See Pract., Prol; PG 40, 1221 BC and Char 1. 2-3; CSC, p. 50. 
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(петатопа), self-mastery, patience, love and knowledge.?* In Clement's 
version it seems as if love and knowledge were placed on a more e ual 
level, and it is, therefore, not to be excluded that Maximus in hi 
hierarchy, in fact, falls back upon Clement.?5 phe 

But however important the differences between Maximus and 
Evagrius may be at this particular point, the similarity between the 
hierarchies remains the dominant fact. And in relation to the structure of 
the hierarchies, this similarity implies that, though Maximus leaving the 
later Evagrian virtues out of the picture, concentrates his own hierarchy 
more on the field of the vita practica, both hierarchies contain only a very 
small section which corresponds exactly to that which is covered by the 
Evagrian system of eight vices. The so-called theological virtues in both 
writers are integrated into the hierarchy, and a virtue like fear of God in 
both cases occupies an important place, but none of all these virtues can 
be said to correspond exactly to any of the eight vices of the Evagrian 
system. The hierarchies are thus quite differently constructed. 


The character of the correspondence between the hierarchies of vices and virtues 


Must we then conclude that no correspondence exists, or better, that 
there is no possibility, in the way in which the hierarchies are con- 
structed, of studying a correspondence which might be presupposed by 
the writers themselves? If we study those virtues, which are comparable 
to the vices of the hierarchy, we shall, in fact, find that this question may 
nevertheless receive a different answer from the one we might expect. 

In Evagrius' system the virtues which may be compared are self- 
mastery, patience and detachment, and to some extent love; in Maximus' 
system they are self-mastery, patience and long-suffering, detachment, 
and also to some extent love. Now it is clear that a virtue like self-mastery 
is particularly opposed to those vices, which are most intimately 
connected with the body, i.e. at least gluttony and fornication. Likewise, 
patience, with or without long-suffering, must be primarily related to 
vices like wrath and grief, while detachment is a kind of positive 
counterpart to the vice of acedia. Love, finally, summarizes a virtuous 
obedience to the double commandment of love, which, at least in the 
case of Maximus, we have seen to be opposed to the vices of the different 
elements of the soul. 

And seen in this perspective we are, thus, bound to conclude that 

34 See Strom. 2. 6; GCS Clem. 2, p. 129, 16 ff. Cf. Pecon, in SCH 9, p. 69 Ё, n. 3. 
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there is at least a certain correspondence between the hierarchies of vices 
and virtues, and that this correspondence is no less apparent in Maximus 
than in Evagrius. The important difference is, however, that the hierar- 
chies of virtues serve a different purpose from that of the hierarchy of 
vices, and for this reason the correspondence between them is of a 
general and summarizing character; it is not of a formal nature but rather 
is related to their content. But even the degree of explicit correspondence 
which exists allows for an understanding of certain of the virtues as 
contrary to their corresponding vices, and as a good use of those faculties, 
with which the vices are connected. 

In Maximus’ case this restricted conclusion may also be illustrated by 
some of the other classifications of virtues which he gives us. This is 
particularly the case with a hierarchy of virtues, which Maximus 
constructs in Ep 2 to demonstrate the variety of goods which love as the 
summit of all virtues contains.2%° This list is much longer than that of 
Char 1, and perhaps also more openly comparable with the hierarchy of 
vices. It consists of the following virtues: faith, hope, humility, meek- 
ness, gentleness, mercy, self-mastery, patience, Jong-suffering, goodness, 
peace and joy. If we leave out the theological virtues, we can easily make 
the same sort of comparison here as in the case of the first hierarchy, 
though the differentiation of this hierarchy allows for a more detailed 
procedure." Such a comparison is also facilitated by Maximus' own 
indications about the vices or passions which the virtues enumerated are 
supposed to conquer. 

Humility (rozeívoois) and meekness (7poórmns) are thus, of course, 
the corresponding virtues to the sins of pride, i.e. to the last two vices of 
the Evagrian hierarchy. In fact, Maximus leaves us in no doubt about it, 
for he says that humility, which is called the foundation of all virtue,*” 
helps men to know themselves and strikes down the *empty swelling of 
pride", and that meekness leads them to escape from the opposite evils of 
honour and shame (8ó£a and àóo£ía) In the last case we have no 
difficulty in recognizing the vice of vainglory. About gentleness 
(продутбдево), which obviously contains elements of both meekness 
(apaórns) and detachment (ётӣбєа), Maximus says that it "enables 
us... to remain unchangeable in our attitude towards evil-doers, and 

...to avoid becoming of a hostile disposition towards Шеш”--а 
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statement which undoubtedly refers this virtue to the irascible element 
and shows that it is contrary to wrath, and perhaps also to grief Mercy 
(€Aeos) is defined in such a way that it corresponds to grief, but perhaps 
also to avarice. The rest of the vices of this hierarchy are not defined or 
described, but Maximus at least gives us the important information 
about them—at the same time as making a reference to the dichotomy of 
the passible part of the soul—that they easily calm both anger and 
concupiscence. If we look at them, we might say that self-mastery refers 
to concupiscence, i.e. to gluttony and fornication, and the rest to 
different aspects of the vices of the irascible element, particularly to grief 
and acedia.?? We may thus conclude that most of the elements of the 


icd hierarchy of vices have their counterparts in this hierarchy of 
virtues. 


Other enumerations of virtues and the problem of their correspondence to the 
vices 
The rest of Maximus’ enumerations are of less interest in our context. It 
should, however, be noticed that we find in all of them virtues which may 
be clearly referred to one or the other of the faculties of the soul, and also 
virtues which correspond to individual vices of the Evagrian hierarchy 
The lists, however, are not constructed in any particular correspondence 
to the Evagrian hierarchy of vices, and one may always find reflections of 
other systems, e.g. the Platonic tetrad of prudence, courage, temperance 
and justice,?? though this last principle of differentiation is, of course, in 
itself also a reminder of the ‘trichotomist’ perspective. | | 

| Thus іп QuDub 1, 1 Maximus, dealing with virtues of the body and 
virtues of the soul, mentions among those of the soul e.g. humility 
meekness, long-suffering, lack of resentfulness, lack of wrath lack of 
envy, lack of vainglory, temperance and lack of avarice, which can all 
easily be provided with counterparts among the vices of the Evagrian 
hierarchy, or those closely connected with it.?! In Ep 5, where vices and 
virtues are brought together, on the one hand we find all the elements of 
the tetrad of capital virtues, which we mentioned above, and on the other 
hand such virtues as humility, meekness, long-suffering, hospitality, 


23 That it is vices and virtues of the irascible element which predominate in this latter 


part of the list is probably due to the f; | ; 

neighbourly love. 4 е fact that Ep 2 deals particularly with aspects of 
0 In Char 2. 79, CSC, p. 132 this tetrad i hoi 

counterparts among the vices. ў is presented alone, together with its 
31 CCSG 10, p. 137. 
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brotherly love, peace and charity? And in Ep 45 Maximus mentions 
again e.g. mercy, long-suffering, humility, temperance, lack of resentful- 
ness, hospitality, charity etc. In the Loci communes finally, which 
reflect Maximus' understanding and where a great number of writers are 
quoted, particularly the virtues of the Platonic tetrad are exemplified.*” 

In all the last mentioned cases the principle of arrangement 15 
different from that which is manifested in the Evagrian hierarchies of 
vices and virtues, and the ‘trichotomist’ view is only slightly reflected. 
But this does not exclude an interpretation of the virtues as counterparts 
to their vices. The lists of virtues, sometimes in the form of hierarchies, 
which Maximus in most cases constructs for a particular purpose ina 
specific context —a reason why they differ so much from one another— 
do not correspond in a strict sense to the hierarchy of vices. In different 
ways nevertheless they do correspond to other lists and enumerations of 
vices. Here we must not forget that Maximus often constructs lists of 
vices in the same way as he constructs his lists of virtues, i.e. for specific 
purposes, and these virtues are often presented as counterparts to vices. 
This tendency is most clearly demonstrated by the fact that many 
individual virtues are just defined as negations of vices. Finally, these 
lists always contain elements which have a reference to capital vices, 
either of the tetrad or of the Evagrian hierarchy, which often allow, in 
their turn, for a 'trichotomist' differentiation. 


2. Correspondences between virtues and vices as seen ina 
‘trichotomist’ perspective 


Before we go on to the individual virtues and study their degree of 
correspondence to particular vices, we should devote some attention to 
some enumerations of virtues in Maximus, which are simply long lists of 
virtues, but which through their reference to the idea ofthe trichotomy of 
the soul, or of the dichotomy of its passible part, show to what extent 
Maximus understands virtues to be forms of good use of the same 
faculties of which vices are a misuse. 


‘Trichotomist’ differentiations of virtues in Evagrius 


Here again the Evagrian background must be emphasized. Evagrius 
himself in the Praktikos makes explicit *trichotomist' differentiations of 


32 PG 91, 421 BC. 
33 PG 91, 649 A. 
34 Thus prudence in PG 91, 732 А-736 А; temperance 736 B-744 C; courage 744 


D-749 B and justice 749 B-753 D. 
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virtues, though in one case only of outward and bodily practices. Thus i 
ds ee denda vigils and prayers are referred to the mind, De 
nd so j i i 
sigle i to concupiscence and psalmody, long-suffering and 
In another text Evagrius establishes a list of nine spiritual virt 
related to the three parts of the soul, but here the Platonic tetrad serv is 
the basis. Thus we learn that prudence, insight and wisdom belon A n 
rational part, temperance, charity and self-mastery to the Е 
part, courage and patience to the irascible part, and finally Justice foil 
whole.** It 1s however also of interest to notice, that this list contains а 
virtue of self-mastery and at Ше same time Ше virtue of charity as b и 
related to the concupiscible element,’ and further that the SR of all 
these virtues are said to be knowledge and joy,?? since this shows that th 
tetrad of virtues is here integrated into a wider spiritual Onde um 
without losing its ‘trichotomist’ perspective. Immediately after this e 
Evagrius finally presents a third example of the same principle of 
differentiation. Here he obviously distinguishes between bodily virtues 
related to concupiscence, and psychic virtues related to anger, and ends 
with a reference to the function of prayer in relation to the mind Thus 
for concupiscence fasting, vigils and sleeping on the ground are re- 
scribed, while long-suffering, freedom from resentfulness and mer 3 
alms) are prescribed for anger.?? Да 
m But in Evagrius there are also other reflections of a ‘trichotomist’ or 
dichotomist' understanding of virtues. Thus we learn that mercy (alms) 
and meekness are for anger,” that charity is “the bit of anger", and 
that self-mastery is a remedy against the sins of the body and charit 
against those of Ше soul.*” In other contexts Evagrius makes clear а 
meekness and long-suffering,* or charity supported by detachment and 
335 Pract. 1. 6; PG 40, ; cf. i : i imi 
statement the ен и ада NIE (pode E E dus on SE 


Evagrius, De mal. cogitat. 3; PG 79, 1204 C. 
DE tens 1.61; PG 40, 1236 А-С. 
n the case of charity, this is motivated by the fact that man is i i 
Г „ th t created in th 
TAN пор Ea RD, 15 here seen іп а vertical perspective, as a ikoak pto td 
ра гу at relationship to the material world, which the vices of concupis- 
38 Pract. 1. 62; PG 40, 1236 С. 
39 Ibid. 1. 63; 1236 С-1237 В. 
40 Ibid. 1. 11; 1224 С. 
мі 1614. 1. 26; 1228 D. 
92 Ibid, 1. 24; 1228 C. 
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long-suffering,“ are directed against the vices of the irascible faculty, 
while self-mastery is directed against gluttony, i.e. concupiscence, or 
against bodily passions, which to Evagrius are the same thing.” We also 
learn that fear of God is directed against vainglory?" and humility 
against pride, which may Бе an indirect reference to the rational 


element. 


*Trichotomist? and ‘dichotomist’ differentiations of virtues in Maximus 


In Maximus this ‘trichotomist’ or ‘dichotomist’ differentiation reap- 
pears, particularly in Cent. de char. As in Evagrius, a ‘trichotomist’ 
differentiation is, first of all, used in relation to outward means and 
practical exercises. Thus we learn that alms are good for the irascible 
part, and fasting for the concupiscible, while prayer purifies the mind and 
prepares it for contemplation.*” In another passage, a number of these 
means, together with a number of psychic virtues, are differentiated 
according to the dichotomy of the passible part of the soul. Among these 
means there is also a further distinction between those belonging to a 
primary and those belonging to a secondary stage of development. Thus 
for instance Maximus teaches in relation to the irascible element that 
long-suffering, lack of resentfulness and meekness belong to the earlier 
stage, while charity, alms, kindness and benevolence belong to the 
later.?»? 

But secondly—and more important in our context—there are also 
passages where virtues typical of the three parts are presented, and 
indeed shown to be counterparts to typical vices of the same elements, 
and thus interpreted as a proper use of them. In this sense we learn that 
knowledge and prudence are of the rational element, charity of the 
irascible and temperance of the concupiscible element,?! or that self- 
mastery should characterize the concupiscible element and charity fill 
the irascible, while the mind should be occupied with prayer and spiritual 
contemplation.?* It should be noted that another version of the same 
kind of differentiation even deals more clearly with the rational part as a 
separate element not wholly to be identified with the mind.?? 

34 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 23; PG 79, 1124 C. 

45 De mal. cogitat. 25; PG 79, 1229 B. 

346 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 23; PG 79, 1124 BC. 

47 Thid. 25; 1125 А. 

348 Thid. 14; 1112 A. 

39 Char 1. 79; CSC, p. 80. 

33 See ibid. 2. 47; р. 116. 

53 Ibid. 3. 3; p. 144. 


352 Ibid. 4. 15; p. 200; cf. 4. 44; p. 212. 
33 Ibid. 4. 80; p. 230. 





Re-integration through the Virtues 293 


_ In a third kind of passages, finally, Maximus presents only a dual 
distinction. It may either be in the form of a differentiation betwee 
bodily methods and virtues of the soul, which can themselves aeain be 
easily divided into those for anger and those for concupiscence 2 Or $ 
the form of a more general reference to charity and self-master as the 
capital virtues for anger and concupiscence respectively.*5 d 

_ Thus in this type of correspondence the ‘trichotomist’ perspec- 
tive is far more strongly emphasized, both in Evagrius and in Maxi- 
mus, than it is in the hierarchies and lists of virtues. It should however 
be added that this tendency seems to be even more apparent in 
Maximus than in Evagrius, while at the same time the rather formal 
character of some of Maximus' statements suggests that this view of 
things is self-evident in his case. We have also seen that he states explic- 
itly that the capital virtues of each faculty should be regarded as the 
proper use of that faculty, being in this respect a counterpart to their 
vices. The aspect of differentiation is thus positively evaluated in rela- 
tion to the virtues, in the same way as it was regarded as a means 


of discovering the disintegrating effect in relation to passions and 
vices. 


The correspondence between individual vices and virtues in the Evagrian 
tradition 


The degree of correspondence between virtues and vices is, however 
equally obvious when we come to a study of definitions and descriptions 
of the individual virtues, which shows that the aspect of differentiation 
though its psychological basis is primarily to be found in the trichotomy 
or dichotomy, is not restricted to this basis but is also to some extent 
elaborated into a distinction between different aspects of the good use 
and misuse of each faculty. 

Here again Maximus builds on Evagrius and the Evagrian tradition. If 
we concentrate our attention on virtues related to the vices of the 
Evagrian hierarchy, we find that already in Evagrius himself there are 
clear counterparts to all the vices except avarice, which occupies, as we 
have seen, a somewhat ambiguous position. In some cases these counter- 
parts differ, but in most cases the tradition seems to be fixed from the 
beginning. Thus self-mastery corresponds to gluttony** and temperance 


34 See ibid. 2. 57; p. 120. 
555 See ibid. 4. 57; p. 218 and 4. 72; p. 226. 
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to fornication.” Of the vices of the irascible faculty wrath has its 
counterpart in long-suffering?* and grief in charity? or, together with 
acedia, in peace and joy.> Patience corresponds, however, more often to 
acedia. 9! And finally, vainglory and pride have their counterpart in 
humility.?* 

This differentiated correspondence is, however, more fixed and 
systematized in the later Evagrian tradition. Thus we find in Nilus that 
even avarice has its explicit counterpart, though vainglory, as in 
Evagrius, is presented as a very difficult and varying vice, which has no 
fixed counterpart. The general scheme is almost identical with that of 
Evagrius. Thus we find the same correspondence between self-mastery 
and gluttony, temperance and fornication, long-suffering and 
wrath,* patience and acedia,*" and humility and pride.** The virtues of 
poverty, which corresponds to avarice,*” and "contempt", which corre- 
sponds to grief"? are added. 

And in the Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium— which should, for this 
and other reasons, not be regarded as written by Evagrius himself but 
rather as belonging to the later Evagrian tradition—the system of 
correspondence between virtues and vices in relation to the Evagrian 
hierarchy of vices with the addition of envy in this case, is entirely fixed, 
so that the systems of Evagrius and Nilus are here mingled into one. The 
final result is thus as follows: self-mastery—gluttony, temperance— 
fornication, poverty—avarice, joy—grief, long-suffering— wrath, 
patience—acedia, lack of vainglory—vainglory, lack of envy—envy, 
humility—pride.?' In Cassian most elements of this Evagrian tradition 


357 Pract. 2. 58; PG 40, 1248 C; De mal. cogitat. 12; PG 79, 1213 C and Tract. ad Eul. 
monach. 22; PG 79, 1124 A. 

358 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 5; PG 79, 1100 D. 

39 Гос. cit. 

30 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 6; 1101 B. 

31 Ibid, 8; 1104 C and 12; 1109 АВ. 

362 ranmeiwvopporivn or талтєіуосіЅ, see Pract. 1. 22; PG 40, 1228 B and 2. 58; 1248 C, 
and Tract. ad Eul. monach. 14; PG 79, 1112 A. 

33 Оп vainglory, see De octo spir. mal. 15; PG 79, 1160 C-1161 A; cf. Evagrius’ 
presentation of vainglory as the most difficult of all vices in Tract. ad Eul. monach. 14; PG 
79, 1112 A. 

з4 De octo spir. mal. 2; 1145 C. 

365 Ibid. 6; 1149 D-1152 A. 

36 Ibid. 9; 1153 D. 

367 Thid. 13; 1157 D. 

368 Ibid. 18, 19; 1164 A, С. 

369 Thid. 7; 1152 C and 8; 1153 АВ. 

30 Ibid. 12: 1157 BC. —Even àrá6ew is emphasized, see ibid. 11; 1157 A and 12; 
1157 B. 

31 Tract. ad eumdem Eul. 1; PG 79, 1141 A. 
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have been transferred to Latin ground, as may be seen from the following 
correspondences: castitas—concupiscentia and fornicatio, patientia— 
furor, salutaris tristitia (with the addition plena gaudio)— tristitia 
fortitudo —acedia and humilitas—superbia.?" | 


The correspondence between individual vices and virtues in Maximus 


When we now come to Maximus' relationship to this particular 
tradition, two opposite observations can be made. Maximus on the 
one hand shows that he is acquainted with those correspondences be- 
tween individual virtues and vices, which we know from the Evag- 
rian tradition, at least in the form in which they appear in Evagrius’ 
own writings, since Maximus' knowledge about the later and more 
fixed tradition at this point is more doubtful. But on the other hand 
it 15 obvious that his own interest in this type of correspondence is 
smaller than the interest which he manifests in relation to correspon- 
dences which are immediately linked with the ‘trichotomist’ idea 
such as those we have demonstrated above. We must, therefore, try to 
give an explanation of this fact. But first let us see how Maximus mani- 
fests this third type of Evagrian correspondence between virtues and 
vices. 

Self-mastery (&ykpárew) is in Maximus also a clear counterpart to 
bodily passions.*” It is understood as a remedy for the concupiscible 
faculty as a whole.?^ Sometimes it shares this general function with the 
virtue of temperance.?? We may thus conclude that self-mastery is 
related as a positive counterpart to all the vices of the concupiscible 
element.*” For this reason self-mastery however is, as in Evagrius 
primarily related to gluttony, the first of the vices of concupiscence but 
in the second place also to fornication and avarice.?" | 

Temperance (aw¢poovrn) is used in a similar way in relation to Ше 
whole of the concupiscible element and its vices. This is not seldom the 
case in 'trichotomist' passages.?? But on the other hand, Maximus is fully 


?? Coll. 5. 23; PiCHÉRY, p. 214. Another form of the first correspondence i 1 i 
corporalis as the counterpart of both gluttony and fornication, dem Hope S 
. See Char І. 64; CSC, p. 72. On the whole aspect of correspondence between vices 
and Маза 365 ту аа i Mr and the Cosmos, pp. 97-101. 
ee ibid. 1. 65; p. 74; 4. 15; p. 200; 4. 57; р. , 79-80; 
DA ТА p. 200; 4. 57; p. 218 and 4. 79-80; p. 230. 
36 Cf, Asc 19 and 23; PG 90, 925 D and 929 АВ. 
а бее Char 1. 84; CSC, p. 82 and 4. 49 and 68; pp. 214 and 224. 
l See ibid. 3. 1; p. 144 (its counterpart is here акоЛаота, summarizing all the vices of 
this element). Cf. also 3. 3; p. 144; 4. 44; p. 212 and 4. 96; p. 236. 
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aware of the fact that the primary counterpart to temperance is fornica- 
tion.?? 

In the Tractatus ad eumdem Eulogium we found that poverty 
(ёкттшосёут) is presented as the counterpart of the vice of avarice. In 
Cent. de char. Maximus mentions poverty as a term and a fact several 
times, but more in describing the positive conditions of the monks 
(together with their virtues) than as an explicit counterpart to the vice of 
ауапсе.380 This fact is probably an indication that Maximus depends on 
Evagrius himself but not on the later Evagrian tradition at this point, 
though it does happen, on the other hand, that he mentions the vice of 
avarice in connection with an emphasis on monastic poverty.?*! 

In relation to grief we can make a similar observation. In Evagrius we 
found that peace and joy, together with charity, are regarded as the 
counterparts to grief, while in the later Evagrian tradition charity is 
excluded from this position. Maximus now sees charity (ёубтт) as the 
regular counterpart to grief. Since grief belongs primarily to the irascible 
element of the human soul, we would expect him to refer here to charity 
in the sense of neighbourly love alone, but as a matter of fact he 
manifestly refers to love for God as well as love for one's neighbour, a 
fact which shows—in addition to his direct dependence on Evagrius— 
that he understands charity as always composed of its two aspects. 
Thus Maximus may refer to charity in general, or may contrast grief 
with love for Сод,28 or—though more often—may oppose it to brother- 
ly charity.>® It goes without saying that the pair charity—grief in this 
context usually has a wide scope, and thus charity is to be understood as a 
remedy for all the vices of the irascible faculty.**° 

We have seen that long-suffering (uaxpoOvpia) corresponds to the 
vice of wrath in the whole of the Evagrian tradition. This correspondence 
also is reflected in Maximus, who sees long-suffering as one of the 
expressions of love for one’s neighbour." Here too however Maximus 
opens a wider perspective; in the Liber asceticus long-suffering 15 
presented as a remedy for anger (@vj6s) in an inclusive sense.?55 

39 Ibid. 2. 18; p. 98. 

30 See ibid. 2. 88; p. 136; 3. 85; p. 184 and 4. 67; p. 222. 


38! See ibid. 3. 83; p. 184. 

382 See particularly ibid. 1. 41; р. 62, where love for God is explicitly made a 
prerequisite for absence of grief in relation to one's neighbour. 

35 Ibid. 1. 29; р. 58. 

34 See also ibid. 2. 58; p. 122. 

385 See ibid. 3. 15; p. 150 and 4. 27; p. 204. 

36 See ibid. 1. 61; p. 72. 

3! See ibid. 1. 38; p. 62 and 4. 55; p. 216. 

38 See Asc 20-22; PG 90, 928 А-929 А. 
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A similar tendency can be noticed in relation to vainglory which, as 
we have seen, has no fixed counterpart among the virtues in Evagrius Or 
Nilus. The term &kevodogia which is introduced at this point in Tractatus 
ad eumdem Eulogium, 15 hardly found at all in Maximus. He seems 
however, to some extent to emphasize vainglory's relationship to the 
rational faculty, but at the same time to point out that it threatens a good 
relationship with one's neighbour, and implies egocentric dangers 
Consequently, he sees knowledge of God,?? ог humility,” or meekness?! 
as its counterparts. | 

Humility (Tameivwsis or taTrecvodpoowvn) in Maximus however, as in 
the Evagrian and the Christian tradition in general, is the fixed counter- 
part of pride. This fact is sometimes indirectly?? and sometimes direct- 
ly expressed. Thus Maximus presents humility as the opposite of 
different kinds of pride,?' as a virtue able to destroy its “empty 
swelling".?? Here its relation to true knowledge is of importance, a sign 
that it 15 both the culmination of the virtues and belongs to the rational 
element.” As such a culmination humility is also in the position 
to tame all the passions,” and may even be called the mother of all 
virtues. 39 


Maximus' critical attitude to a mere correspondence between vices and virtues 


We have noticed how Maximus manifests his acquaintance with the 
Evagrian correspondence between individual virtues and individual 
vices—as it had been presented by Evagrius himself —but also that this 
acquaintance is not developed further into a more fixed system of 
correspondences, such as we have found in the later Evagrian tradition. 
At this last point Maximus is not only restrictive; rather he seems to be 
anxious to widen the perspective of many of the individual virtues, so 
that the aspect of a positive use of the faculties of the trichotomy 
themselves is more emphasized. But why is he less interested in a close 
correspondence between the individual virtues and vices, than in the 


3? Char 1. 46; CSC, p. 64. 
3% Ibid, 1. 80; p. 80. 
9! Ep 2; PG 91, 396 A. 
392 See e.g. Char 2. 38-39; CSC, p. 110 ff. and 3. 62; p. 172. 
33 See e.g. ibid. 3. 87; p. 186. 
34 Thal 52; CCSG 7, p. 427. 
es Ep 2; PG 91, 396 A. 
p P Thal 52; CCSG 7, p. 425 ff.; on knowledge and humility in Christ, cf. Ep 21; 
397 See Gnost 1. 15; PG 90, 1088 D. 
38 Ep 37; PG 91, 632 B. 
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correspondence which exists between virtues and vices in general as they 
are seen in a ‘trichotomist’ perspective? 

One part of a possible answer to this question at least is directly 
related to what we have said about Maximus' 'trichotomist' understand- 
ing of the vices: that they are seen as sins against the two aspects of the 
divine commandment of love, or in other words, as two sides of the basic 
vice of self-love. Since the different vices can be understood as belonging 
to these two types of self-love, performing its disintegrating function in 
man, the corresponding virtues, as positive expressions of the two 
aspects of integrating love, must be more than mere counterparts to their 
vices. They must be seen as manifold expressions of one and the same 
love, in its double character. The aspect of differentiation must, conse- 
quently, not be allowed to overshadow the aspect of unity, 1.e. the aspect 
of unifying love, for which rather it is able to provide an element of 
richness. And thus the aspect of love is primarily related to all the three 
faculties of the soul, and to the whole of man. 

To support this answer however, we must provide evidence of three 
kinds. First of all we shall try to demonstrate at which points the aspect 
of unity is particularly safeguarded in Maximus' treatment of the virtues, 
and then we shall show that this emphasis on unity still leaves room for a 
stress on the aspect of differentiation. The latter kind of evidence will be 
given in the last section of this chapter, which deals with Maximus' 
understanding of the virtues as a multiform incarnation of the Logos. 
But before that, the first kind of evidence will be considered in relation to 
the concepts of both detachment and love. 

The concept of detachment (&rá6eia) is of a particular interest, since 
it covers a virtuous state of the soul which well represents the aspect of 
unity in a more ‘passive’ sense. In the Christian tradition it is often 
understood as an equilibrium in the soul, a proper balance which opens 
the way to the true spiritual life of the mind. This at least is Evagrius' 
understanding of detachment. It seems as if the view of unity which is 
represented by this kind of detachment, is in harmony with a view of 
virtues and vices as related to one another in a fixed correspondence, 
since such a correspondence must lead to an equilibrium in the virtuous 

soul. But because we have found that Maximus is less interested than is 
the Evagrian tradition in a fixed correspondence of this kind, we must 
ask ourselves whether Maximus’ concept of detachment differs in some 
way from that of Evagrius, and, more important, how far such an 
equilibrium as that of the Evagrian concept of detachment would be 
sufficient for him, particularly with regard to his understanding of love. 
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We must therefore, first of all, study Maximus’ own concept of 
detachment in comparison with that of Evagrius, and then consider the 
way in which Maximus regards the virtues as expressions of love in its 
two aspects, and how love in his understanding of it is related both to 
detachment and to yvoocus. 


3. The state of detachment 


Both Evagrius and Maximus regard дпддбего as a middle stage in man's 
life of virtue, the consummation of the vita practica, leading evidently to 
a freedom, in love, which allows for proper knowledge and contempla- 
поп. Вш is their understanding of detachment the same, and how до 
they conceive of it? We have already indicated that the answer to this 
question may throw some light upon their slightly different attitude to 
the correspondence between virtues and vices—and thus also on the 
problem of man's character as microcosm. 


The concept of detachment in some of Maximus’ predecessors 


Both Evagrius’ and Maximus’ understanding of psychic detachment 
must be evaluated in comparison with that of a number of other 
Christian writers such as Clement of Alexandria, Origen and Gregory of 
Nyssa. It is a well-known fact that Clement may be regarded as the first 
writer to make the Stoic term владесо, "'impassibility", a key concept in 
the Christian theology of spiritual perfection. It is also a recognized fact 
that he was able to ‘christianize’ this concept by combining it with the 
Christian concept of love (дудтт).0 This combination obviously re- 
moved part of the purely negative character of the concept. &aGeta is 
not only impassibility in the Stoic sense, but first of all a spiritual 
freedom which allows for a full human devotion to God in love, and in 
this sense, does not imply any indifference. P 
Thus already in Clement we find two characteristics of the Christian 
understanding of detachment: 1) it is combined with love, the object of 
which is God, and consequently it is regarded as a state of the soul which 
prepares for communion with God; 2) this relationship with God is 
reflected in &mrá6evo itself, which is regarded as an imitation of God, who 
15 himself тої. The non-active character of the concept is however 
not entirely removed, since it is virtually understood as involving 


complete freedom from passions, and since the love with which it is 


» Evagrius, Pract., Prol. PG 40, 1221 ВС and Maximus, Char 1: 2-3 
5 2 я б :2-3; САС, p. 50. 
40 Cf. e.g. CROUZEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, p. 69. didi 
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combined is regarded as an intimacy with God rather than a passionate 
desire for him. This fact leaves a certain ambiguity in the concept as we 
meet it on Christian ground, with which later Christian writers had to 
struggle to some extent. 

Clement sees detachment as the perfection of self-mastery 
(&ykpáreu), а peace of the soul without desires. This peace is an image 
of God's own дпддеьа, 3 and of Christ's, whose àmá6ew is an image of 
God’s. Here, however, the particular ‘christianization’ of the concept 
enters into the picture, for Christ's perfection is obviously one of both 
detachment and love.99 And thus, in this Christian combination of 
detachment and love, it seems unavoidable that the Stoic concept of 
detachment should colour the understanding of love, and the Christian 
image of love should colour the understanding of detachment. Love, in 
this sense, liberates man from both appetency (pegis) and passions, but 
prevents the true gnostic from becoming entirely indifferent and without 
compassion. In fact, ёуйтт replaces in the gnostic all “emotions”, and 
this makes it possible for Clement really to speak indirectly even of 
emotions in this context, though only in so far as they are expressions of 
love,“ 

It should also be added that the state of perfection which is thus 
reached in the soul is called by Clement “the mark (xapakrhp) of 
justice" 45 ап expression which underlines the aspect of equilibrium in 
relation to detachment, since it reminds us of the fact that the four 
(Platonic) cardinal virtues, and particularly justice, were also certainly 
understood as a kind of equilibrium, excluding both positive and 
negative excesses.” It is this ancient ideal of a proper balance in the soul 
without exclusion of full devotion to the supreme aim of man's life, 
which the christianized concept of detachment also serves to express. 

Such a high vision of perfect peace and balance is, however, difficult 
to realize in practical life, and this may be one of the reasons why Origen 
attributed comparatively little importance to the concept of &mrá0ea. ^? 
T. on the history of the concept of àmá6eia, see BARDY, art. Apatheia, DSp 1, coll. 

« СЕ Rotuer, Die sittliche Forderung der Apatheia, р. 56 f. 

“3 Cf. ibid., p. 57 f. and 66 f. 

«4 Cf. ibid., p. 58 ff. and CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 69. 

#5 Cf. RUTHER, ор. cit., p. 77. 

4% See ibid., p. 73 f. 
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408 Cf, CROUZEL, op. cit., p. 69 with ref. 

49 Cf. at this point e.g. Е. Copteston, A History of Philosophy 1, Greece and Rome’, 


London 1961, p. 33 f. 
410 Cf. BARDY, art. cit., col. 732 f. 
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Gregory of Nyssa, on the other hand, used it to a great extent. It plays an 
important part in Gregory’s doctrine of spiritual freedom, and is as such 
closely connected with his concept of boldness (appmaía)'!! —a fact 
which is linked with the same idea of intimacy with God which we found 
in Clement's understanding of a passionless love. Gregory's concept 
of detachment is further connected with such terms as virtue and pur- 
ity,"? but also with the concepts of justice (as in Clement) and bless- 
edness, a triad of which the Kingdom of God is said to consist.*? 
Like Clement Gregory also sees detachment as related first of all to the 
image of God in man."^ This fact implies however, as Daniélou 
has pointed out, a non-Stoic attitude, since to Gregory detach- 
ment means the active participation of the soul in divine Ше“: 
and imitation of the divine nature." It is purity and ёлабєа 
which allow for the imprint (характпр; cf. Clement) of the di- 
vine nature in the human soul." The non-Stoic tendency however 
goes even further: Gregory is open to the idea of a kind of pleasure 
which is known in дпабеа, and Daniélou again emphasizes the Chris- 
tian character of Gregory's concept of detachment in his conclu- 
sion about its positive content: it is the life of Christ himself with his 
charity.*! 

А similar tendency is finally to be found also in Ps.-Denis, for whom 
likewise detachment is subordinated to love. Consequently, it has no 
purely negative function. It is a prerequisite for a true vision of God^"? 
and is not understood in a Stoic way.*?? 

It is in comparison with this tradition that we shall now study 
Evagrius’ concept of detachment and try to understand the difference 
which may exist between him and Maximus at this point. The similari- 
ties are obvious, but there are also interesting digressions from the 
general tradition. 


41 Cf. GarrH, La conception de la liberté, p. 53. 

42 Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 92. 

43 In Eccles., hom. 5; JAEGER, 5, p. 372, 1 ff. 

414 Cf. GAITH, op. cit., p. 53 f. 

45 DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 94. 

46 Ibid. р. 97. 

417 Cf. ibid., op. cit, p. 101. Gregory's apophatic theology even includes human 
detachment as an important element, since detachment is said to allow man to know God, 
though he is inaccessible; cf. ibid., p. 96. 

“ë га. pp. 93 and 103. 

: ue Cf. VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase bei Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita, 
P. ; 
42 Cf. also Roques, Le primat du Transcendant dans la purification de l'intelligence 
selon de Pseudo-Denys, RAM 23 (1947), p. 162. 
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Evagrius’ view of detachment 


Evagrius' stress on detachment as the culmination of practical virtues is, 
in the first place, very strong. The vita practica consists of a keeping of the 
commandments, and the “flower” of this vita practica is detachment.*! 
Evagrius, like Clement, regards it as the perfection of self-mastery, which 
it surpasses, since it implies a removal even of impassioned thoughts, 
while self-mastery means the abolition of active sin. For this reason 
detachment may be interpreted as the inward, spiritual circumcision, of 
which Paul speaks in Rom. 2: 29.“ Detachment is thus restricted to the 
soul and its practices. The “practical” soul is its throne,*? and it does not 
concern the mind but only Ше soul.” 

Perfect detachment implies complete victory over Ше demons,” a 
certain stability of thought, regardless of outward impressions, and in 
this restricted sense therefore also a kind of blessedness,"* since a 
detached soul is not only unmoved in relation to things, but also to the 
memories of things.*”’ Thus Evagrius, like Gregory of Nyssa, can say that 
detachment together with true knowledge of things represents the 
Kingdom of God. For this reason it may also be interpreted as the 
nuptial vestment, of which Christ speaks.*” 

Here, however, we touch a point, where a certain difference between 
Evagrius’ understanding of detachment and that of the other Christian 
writers we have mentioned may perhaps be recognized. There are, in fact, 
certain statements on detachment in Evagrius which seem to express a 
more non-Christian, or at least more Origenist, understanding than may 
be found elsewhere. Evagrius’ emphasis on the negative function at least 
is apparent. It is certainly true that detachment leads to positive 
knowledge as in Gregory, and that knowledge of God is, of course, 
understood as the goal of man, but it is characteristic of Evagrius that in 

41 See Pract. 1. 53; PG 40, 1233 В. 

422 De mal. cogitat. 25; PG 79, 1229 С. 

93 See Mirror for Monks, no. 31; GRESSMANN, p. 155. 

424 Cent. gnost. 1. 81; OCP 5, p. 230; cf. PO 28, p. 55. HAUSHERR, Une énigme d'Evagre 
le Pontique. Centurie II, 50, RSR 23 (1933), pp. 321—325, has shown that when in Cent. 
gnost. 2. 50 (PO 28, p. 81) Evagrius says that "the two heads will be crowned with rose and 
linen", he refers to à7rá6ew as the crown of the soul and spiritual knowledge as the crown of 
the mind. He also calls attention to Cent. gnost. 3. 49 (PO 28, p. 117), where Evagrius states 
that the mind will not be crowned with “‘substantial knowledge" -unless it has rejected its 
knowledge of the two battles, i.e. of anger and concupiscence (p. 325). 

43 See Pract. 2. 60; PG 40, 1248 D. | 

46 De mal, cogitat. 22; PG 79, 1225 A. 

47 Pract. 1. 39; PG 40, 1232 В. 

48 Ibid. 1. 2; PG 40, 1221 D. Knowledge of the Holy Trinity is, of course, also the 
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49 See ibid., 1. 64; 1237 D. 
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this context he has to emphasize, that a soul which, by the grace of God, 
is brought to such a knowledge “оп the wings of detachment" has 
departed from the body.” Here the concept of detachment is therefore 
clearly connected with an Origenist dichotomy of man. 

It is further certainly true that Evagrius sees love as the offspring of 
detachment,?! and in this sense links the two concepts very closely, as do 
other representatives of a Christian understanding of detachment. But it 
is interesting to notice that it is only in its connection with this 
detachment, that love itself can be said to remove passions, to further 
long-suffering, to tame anger, to produce humility and to destroy pride, 
while love in itself is said to possess nothing but God, for it is God.^? 
This statement seems, to some extent, to exclude even Clements limited 
emphasis on emotional elements as expressions of love. As we shall see, it 
certainly excludes Maximus' understanding of charity as possessing all 
the virtues. As a matter of fact, Evagrius is even eager to underline this 
position at this point, since he states explicitly that he who is detached is 
really free from the virtue of patience, in the same way as he who is perfect 
is free from self-mastery. Both are obviously ‘excluded’, because they are 
regarded as unnecessary.^? The vita practica is as a whole a stage to be 
passed and left behind. 

We should perhaps also add a few other references in Evagrius to 
detachment as something purely 'negative', an emptiness of the soul 
which is established for the sake of the mind, the divine element in man. 
Evagrius differentiates very sharply between soul and mind at this point, 
restricting detachment to the sphere of the former. Another expression of 
this view is Evagrius' statement that it is a sign of detachment (i.e. from 
the soul) that the mind is so free that it begins to recognize its own 
splendour.*** Likewise, Evagrius says that detachment belongs to a 
rational soul which denies worldly desires, a statement which in its 
context indicates that he would hardly accept the positive use of terms 
like desire and pleasure, which we found for instance in Gregory of 
Nyssa.*° 

We should notice finally that Evagrius states that 1t 1s not possible to 
love all the brethren equally, but that it is possible to live дпадшв with 


430 Cent. gnost. 2. 6; OCP 5, p. 230. This liberation from the body is very similar to 
what e.g. Plotinus understood by àzá6eto, but which a scholar like Daniélou denies to 
be the case in Gregory of Nyssa; see DANIELOU, op. cit., p. 93 f. 

41 See Pract. 1. 53; PG 40, 1233 В. 

432 Tract. ad Eul. monach. 23; PG 79, 1124 С. 

433 See Pract. 1. 40; PG 40, 1232 B. 

44 Ibid. 1. 36; 1232 А. 
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them.“ Here Evagrius clearly reveals a concept of émá8ew which 
understands it as an equilibrium in a ‘negative’ sense, a kind of 
non-attachment, non-hostility, but not as an equilibrium in a positive 
sense, as equal love for one's neighbour. Detachment comes very close to 
Stoic indifference here, and its relationship with love is apparently seen 
as a relationship with love for God alone, while love for one's neighbour 
is restricted by circumstances that are overcome only through a “раззтуе” 
attitude of detachment. It is not difficult to see here that Evagrius' 
primary interest in relation to the virtues must be the fact that they 
overcome (and counter-balance) the vices, thus establishing an inner 
peace in the soul, which allows the mind to flee to God, and that these 
virtues imply a positive use of the faculties of the soul only in the sense 
that they bring these faculties to this inner peace. 


Maximus’ view of detachment and the Evagrian influence 


In many respects Maximus shares the convictions of Evagrius, by whom 
he is strongly influenced at this point. Maximus agrees with Evagrius that 
detachment is closely connected with a virtuous keeping of the com- 
mandments, though it surpasses it." He also agrees with him that 
detachment not only means freedom from an irrational influence by 
things but also from the thought of things, and that the ideas of things 
should be mere thoughts.** He also points out that concupiscence and 
anger ought to be detached in this way both from things and from 
imaginations caused by things.*? 

On the same line of thinking Maximus—in close association with 
Evagrius— develops in Cent. gnost. his mystical speculation on the 6th 
day, which symbolizes the natural development of “practical” virtues 
and is followed by the 7th day of natural knowledge and the 8th day 
which implies deification.“ According to this speculation the 6th day 
may be celebrated either according to the law, the first stage, or according 
to the gospel, a second and more perfect stage. In the first case man flees 
from the tyranny of passions through the Red Sea into the desert of 
freedom from passions, i.e. negative ёлабєга, but arrives also at a final 


436 Thid. 2. 100; 1252 B. 

47 See Char 1. 77; CSC, p. 78 and 2. 22; p. 100. 

438 bid. 1.91 and 93; p. 84 ff. Things should be owned with detachment, see ibid. 2. 89; 
p. 138. 
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crossing of Jordan into the promised land of positive virtues;**! in the 
second case even the very first movement of sin is killed in complete 
detachment, which leads to the fact that impassioned thoughts and even 
naked imaginations are effaced, a higher passage through the Red Sea 
into the desert of perfect ёладєга, from which man is allowed by grace to 
enter the promised land of divine knowledge and to become himself a 
temple of the Holy Spirit.^? In both cases detachment, the Sabbath of the 
desert, thus implies pure emptiness, but in both cases it also leads on to 
positive activities: in virtues and in higher contemplation. We should, 
however, notice with von Balthasar^? that, though the scheme of thought 
is Evagrian, Evagrius’ particular emphasis is laid on this negative 
emptiness of detachment, while Maximus allows also for a natural 
activity of virtues in close connection with detachment.*^ But this fact 
does, of course, not prevent him from speaking of the Sabbath as a 
perfect non-activity of разв1оп5.45 

There is thus in Maximus on the one hand a clear stress on 
detachment as in itself an entirely ‘negative’ function, an emptiness from 
passions. At this point his dependence on Evagrius is apparent. We 
should even notice that when Maximus, following the Christian tradition 
in general, combines detachment very closely with love, this fact partly 
affects his presentation of love. Thus he points out e.g. that perfect love 
not only scorns the passions, but also this life itself as well as death—a 
good example of how the concept of detachment has to some extent 
coloured the concept of love.‘ 

Detachment and love are, however, both integrated into a psychologi- 
cal development, which gives a perfectly clear explanation of how this 
character of love is understood. Vita practica thus implies a good use of 
human means, which leads to a purified condition of the soul, in which 
right discernment is made possible, and it is this discernment which 
results in a detachment, from which perfect love is begotten.’ The 
crucial point is thus that detachment requires a calm and non-passionate 

41 Gnost 1. 52; 1101 С. 

«2 |. 53; 1101 D-1104 A. 

*5 Кү2 p. 619 f. 

44 Cf. at this point Pyrrh; PG 91, 309 В. 

45 See also Thal 65; CCSG 22, p. 279. Cf. here the understanding of the Maximian 
concept of detachment as related to the crucial problem of life and death for man's mind, 
which is presented in UN MOINE DE L'ÉGLISE ORTHODOXE DE ROUMANIE (= А. SCRIMA), 
L’avénement philocalique dans l'Orthodoxie roumaine, Istina 3 (1958), р. 323. See also the 
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“47 See ibid. 4. 91; p. 234. 


306 Chapter Five: Establishing the Microcosm 


insight into God's creation, a rational discernment, and consequently 
this aspect defines its own character. Detachment 1s in Maximus no 
contempt for the created world, and the love that springs from detach- 
ment is a love for God as Creator, which never excludes its second aspect: 
love for one's neighbour.^* 

We should perhaps add here that it is in full accordance with this 
stress on discernment that Maximus also emphasizes the close relation- 
ship between detachment and humility. We have seen that humility, as 
the counterpart of pride, is primarily of the rational faculty,” and the 
combination of detachment and humility consequently emphasizes the 
fact that all the faculties of the soul must be involved. The psychological 
background of this combination is, of course, the fact that man in his 
partial knowledge, a knowledge which is always threatened by the 
passions of his passible faculties, must detach himself from passions and 
at the same time show humility, since his knowledge is limited.“ 
Detachment is thus not only a preparation for knowledge, i.e. for a full 
and right use of the rational faculty as well as of the mind, but also a 
partner in the good use of the rational faculty, namely in humility. This 
good use is certainly conceived in negative terms in this context, but 
nevertheless it implies a true insight into one's own conditions. 


An inner transformation of the concept of detachment 


The Evagrian influence on Maximus' understanding of detachment thus 
seems to be partly modified on account of his integration of this concept 
into his general view of human restoration and perfection. But more 
important is the fact that we can also recognize another aspect of 
detachment in his writing, a more positive understanding of it. It seems, 
in fact, that if the traditional understanding of &vrá6ewa has to a certain 
extent coloured his understanding of love, to a much greater extent has 
this concept of love coloured his understanding of detachment. We can 
see this tendency first of all in Maximus' description of God's detach- 
ment of which, for Maximus too, man's is an imitation. God who is both 
good and detached, manifests thus these two attributes precisely in his 
equal love for all.5?! The aspect of balance and equilibrium which is so 


48 It is characteristic of Maximus that the chapter which follows his description of the 
psychological development, upon which we have now commented, deals with the neigh- 
bourly aspect of detachment and comes very close, in fact, to a description of neighbourly 
love; see 4. 92; loc. cit. 

^9 Cf. p. 297 above. 

19 See Char 4. 57-58; CSC, p. 218. 

451 Ibid. 1. 25; p. 58. 
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intimately connected with the concept of дпадева is thus transferred to 
the plane of equality in the handling of others, and it is obviously the 
combination of goodness and detachment which allows for this change of 
accent. The result is, however, that the concept of detachment itself is 
provided with an element of activity. 

This tendency 15 now also recognizable on the human level. A very 
close association between detachment and love is established first of all. 
We thus notice that Maximus several times describes the state of 
detachment in such a way that 1t becomes almost identical with love. To 
abstain entirely from vices and to show perfect love go together.’ Не 
who shows contempt for all passions, is also free from hate for his 
neighbour, i.e. he shows neighbourly love.*5? Consequently, an imperfect 
detachment implies imperfect charity.?* He who is perfect in love has 
also attained the summit of detachment, both implying that the differ- 
ences between “Jew and Greek", etc. of Gal. 3: 28 have disappeared. 
Detachment and equal love are almost the same thing, for men as well as 
for God.*? 

Consequently, Maximus is also quite unprepared to accept the 
Evagrian idea of detachment in relation to one's neighbour, which 
requires less than equal love for all,5* though he is well aware of the 
difficulties involved in such a demand.**’ If we want a sharp distinction at 
this point, it is certainly to love and not to detachment that this activity 1s 
attributed, but it seems equally clear that the aspect of equilibrium in the 
concept of detachment has been transferred to the demand for equality in 
this activity of perfect love.** 

But we can advance further from here. We have already seen that 
Maximus is more eager than Evagrius to stress the close relationship 
between detachment and love, as well as the fact that for him detachment 
15 integrated into a general view of human restoration and perfection, 
which involves all man's faculties. This last aspect we noticed as 
modifying the concept of detachment in its negative sense. But it can now 
be confirmed from a more positive side. For Maximus says explicitly that 
a perfect soul —and we remember that detachment is primarily related to 
the perfection of the soul—is one whose passible powers wholly tend 

452 See e.g. ibid. 4. 42; p. 210. 

453 Ibid. 4. 49; p. 214. 

* Ibid. 4. 92; р. 234. 

555 See ibid. 2. 30; p..106. 
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47 See 4. 82; CSC, p. 230. 
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towards Сод.“ Now God is himself detached (ёлтоӨтѕ) and man's 
detachment should be an imitation of God's. But imitation is of a 
volitional disposition, of intention (д.ддеотх), says Maximus, in the same 
sense as virtue is of yraun.*”? 

It is thus the natural energy of man which is released and developed in 
imitation of God, though of course it works in co-operation with divine 
grace and in communication with Christ, who is God and man. And this 
natural energy must be of the whole of man, who is composed both of 
body and soul, both of sensible and intelligible elements, since this is 1n 
accordance with the principle of his nature. Thus detachment cannot be 
just a kind of emptiness. In its ‘negative’ aspect it is an emptiness from 
passions, but in its positive aspect it is related to a good use of all man’s 
faculties with a view to his divine goal and in the service of love. 
Maximus says this explicitly in a passage of Thal 54 where he shows that 
the habitus of detachment is not only a negative condition for contempla- 
tion and true knowledge, a peaceful state as such, but also a state in 
which “the face” of man's psychic disposition (8tá6eats) is elevated in 
praise of God, a face which is formed by many and varying virtues. 461 Tt 15 
thus not in emptiness that man has to praise God, but in the fulness of his 
virtues, which are of his nature, and these virtues are manifold, i.e. they 
vary according to the variety of man’s own make-up, the differentiation 
of his natural faculties. 

We may thus conclude that since Maximus’ concept of detachment 15 
so closely associated with the positive activities of love, we can now 
understand why he is less interested in establishing a naked equilibrium 
between virtues and vices, than in emphasizing the positive functions of 
the different faculties of the human soul, as they are developed in a 
manifold life of virtues. We have also seen that this attitude 1s hardly 
shared by Evagrius, and that Maximus, consequently, in spite of his 
dependence on Evagrius in his doctrine of virtues and vices, in this 
particular respect stands closer to other Christian writers who have used 
the concept of detachment in their theology.“ 

But then we should also be prepared to conclude that it is the idea of 
man as a created microcosm, clothed with a task of mediation, which 
serves best to describe Maximus' attitude to the positive function of 
virtues in relation to the different faculties of man. He is not, like 

4» Char 3. 98; CSC, p. 190. 

*9 Ep 1; PG 91, 364 AB. 

461 CCSG 7, p. 445 ff. 
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Evagrius, interested in a departure from the lower elements in man, but 
in a restoration and re-integration of man as a whole. 

This re-integration however must take place in love, and in the next 
section we shall see how love as integrating factor is for this reason given 
the position of the summit of virtues—not as their abolition as we found 
in Evagrius. Further we shall also see how in its double character it is 
understood as the good use of the two passible faculties of the human 
soul, and finally how it is presented as the way to deification and spiritual 
fulfilment. 


4. Love—the integrating factor 


In this section we shall therefore pay attention to love from three different 
angles: a) love in relation to other virtues, as their summary and summit; 
b) love in its two aspects, love for God and love for one's neighbour, as 
applicable to the virtues of different faculties of the soul; and c) love in its 
general relationship to knowledge and deification. Through this three- 
fold study we shall be in the position to see more clearly how Maximus 
maintains the idea of man as microcosm in his teaching on the ‘natural’ 
restoration of man through virtuous activity. 


Charity as the inclusive summit of all the virtues 


We have seen that Evagrius is of the opinion that perfect detachment 
makes the rest of the virtues unnecessary, and that love in itself possesses 
nothing but God. ^ These statements seem to manifest a primarily 
‘negative’ understanding of virtues. Their sole function is to conquer the 
vices and establish an equilibrium in the soul, which makes it possible for 
the human mind to devote its whole intellectual attention in love to God. 
This view is, of course, also closely linked with Evagrius' sharp Origenist 
dichotomy between the lower and the higher parts of man. The compos- 
ite character of the created human unity 15 only accidental, and this fact 
excludes a truly microcosmic understanding of man. 

But what is Maximus' position in relation to this problem of love, 
detachment and the virtues in their differentiation? This 1s, in fact, a test 
question to discover how far Maximus is willing to draw the logical 


43 We shall return to point c. also in the context of ch. VI, where the aspect of human 
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consequences of his own understanding of man as a microcosm and of 
his refutation of Origenism. 

Maximus, of course, frequently expresses the idea that &ya7rn, which 
to him usually means both love and charity, is the most outstanding of all 
virtues, the summit and summary of them all. Thus it is called the 
most cardinal or general of virtues.*** We further learn that the virtues 
lead together to charity. They result or end in charity," which is the 
supreme good of all goods.*9 This close connection with the virtues is 
also true of love in its aspect of desire (€pws), which is supported by all 
the virtues in its perfect attention to God.^? But does this idea imply in 
Maximus, as it does in Evagrius, that charity as it were 'excludes' the 
other virtues by making them unnecessary, or rather tbat charity 
includes the other virtues in that 1 fulfils their functions? 

At first sight it might seem that the difference between Evagrius and 
Maximus is very small. In Char 1. 1 we learn that charity is a disposition 
in which no creature is to be preferred to “knowledge” of Сой,“ a 
definition which comes very close to the Evagrian understanding of 
charity in its relationship to enosis,"! and which seems to put the whole 
stress on charity as the door to gnosis and to neglect the aspect of charity 
as the fulfilment of virtues. And likewise, Maximus stresses, explicitly or 
implicitly, the close connection between charity and purification,*” and 
this fact may seem to make the ‘negative’ aspect of charity—charity as 
the final victory over all the passions— dominate over its positive aspect, 
its relationship to the virtues. However we must not forget that Maximus 
regards the virtues as natural to man, and for this reason he does not 
always have to point out the positive aspect of charity, or detachment, 
since restored man is to him always virtuous man.*” 

But more important, Maximus also makes it explicitly clear that he 


45 In the following pages, as in this thesis on the whole, we have chosen to render the 


term a@yda7n, particularly in Maximus, “charity” as well as “love”, since it includes both 
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conceives of the relationship between charity and the other virtues in a 
way which is different from that which we have found in Evagrius. Thus 
in Ep 2 he points out—to the honour of charity—that it possesses, or 
includes, all the virtues, and he goes on to present a hierarchy of them, in 
which we have already found traces of both the Evagrian hierarchy and a 
‘trichotomist’ understanding of the virtues."^ No “form” of good is 
outside charity, he says, neither the other theological virtues, nor those 
which belong exclusively to the vita practica. And we can also notice that 
he emphasizes this character of charity despite the fact that these latter 
virtues are defined as counterparts to their vices. 

Charity is thus not presented as a perfect 'substitute' for the lower 
virtues, which ‘excludes’ them in principle since 1 makes them unneces- 
sary, but as their fulfilment, which includes the other virtues in its higher 
unity and supports man with their strength.*” A similar understanding of 
love seems to be manifested even elsewhere, where Maximus emphasizes 
that those who have acquired the perfection of love, having elevated the 
wings of the soul through the virtues, are those who are also "caught up in 
the clouds" (2 Thess. 4: 16) and will not come before judgment." 

We may ask for the reasons behind this difference of emphasis in 
Maximus, in comparison with Evagrius. His positive view of man, 
created as a composite unity, 1s, of course, the principle reason. If the 
virtues are functions of natural faculties in man, they cannot be excluded 
from man's higher activities. In one way or another, they must be 
integrated into them. But there are probably further reasons as well. One 
is that the virtues themselves, being a good use of natural faculties in 
man, are regarded as natural.” They are thus not accidental but 
necessary expressions of his nature. 

Another is that Maximus makes a distinction in his general under- 
standing of love between a natural desire (which is €pws) and a divine gift 
(which is &ya7n), as Sherwood has pointed out. In love as a general 
function of man these two elements go together. They are intimately 
integrated and human charity will never lose its element of natural desire 
and aspiration—no more than man as a whole will ever lose the 
substantial difference which divides his nature from God's—but only in 

44 See Ep 2; PG 91, 393 С-396 В. 

*5 Already PEGON, op. cit., p. 54 had noticed this inclusive character of love as it is 
conceived by Maximus, and also emphasized the difference between him and Evagrius at 
S Sec QuDub 1, 10; CCSG 10, p. 142. 

47 See Pyrrh; PG 91, 309 B, where this position is presented as a surprise to Pyrrhus, 


who cannot see how it is compatible with the qualitative differences among men. 
48 See SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 83. 
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mystical union in charity will he be united with Him. And it is this 
integrated love, a natural desire carried by divine charity, which in 
fulfilment of the virtues is able to lead man on to his divine end, and only 
through it is it also possible for man the microcosm to perform his 
function of mediation.*” 


The double dimension of charity and the life of virtues 


We noted above that there is in Maximus a certain connection between 
his interest in the trichotomy of the soul and his insistence on the double 
commandment of love, noticeable in his treatment of the уісеѕ. Love 
for God is regarded as opposed to the passions and vices of the 
concupiscible faculty, and love for one’s neighbour to those of the 
irascible faculty.! We said further that vices related to the rational 
faculty must be supposed to concern both aspects of the commandment 
of love, though particularly love for God since this is a higher form of 
love, which in principle includes love for one’s neighbour. Finally, we 
noticed that to this differentiation of vices according to their relationship 
to one or the other aspect of the double commandment of love, 1.е. as two 
kinds of disobedience to this commandment, corresponded a double 
kind of self-love, a “self-love” which is opposite to love for God and a 
**self-pleasing" which is contrary to love for one’s neighbour.*” 

Now we must follow this line of thinking a little further. How far is 
this double differentiation also worked out by Maximus in relation to the 
virtues as positive manifestations? Are the virtues, in other words, 
presented as forms of love in both its aspects to the same extent as they 
are presented as virtues of one or the other of the elements of the soul? 
An affirmative answer to this question would be of importance, since it 
would imply that Maximus, in his presentation of love as integrating 
factor, at the same time upholds the aspect of differentiation, in relation 
to the soul and in relation to mankind, as well as in relation to the 
commandment of love itself, i.e. the microcosmic aspect of restored man 
and restored humanity. 

As a matter of fact, it is not difficult to give such a positive answer, 
since the double character of love is emphasized throughout Maximus' 
treatment of the integrating power of love, and of the virtues as 


49 Even in relation to the work of charity human perfection is thus a matter of true 
perichoresis. 

* See A, 4; pp. 281—284 above. 

^! See Char 4. 75; CSC, p. 226 ff. 

482 See ibid. 4. 37; p. 208, where they are presented as офтарёскєіа and quiavría 
respectively. 
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manifestations of love. First of all, the concept of love itself contains a 
reference to this fact. We noticed above that love as desire (epos), an 
expression of man's natural desirous capacity, is integrated with love as 
divine gift (¢yámn). Now we can add that, from another point of view, 
these two aspects of love, love as desire and love as divine gift, are both 
reflected on the strictly human level in that concupiscence is transformed 
in love to €pws, and anger to &yáz.^^ But these two kinds of love 
correspond again obviously to the two aspects of self-love which we 
mentioned above. Maximus emphasizes at least that love in its desirous 
sense (€pws Tns &yámns) excludes both a “feeling for oneself” and for 
other creatures. This feeling for oneself can hardly be anything else 
than self-love in the sense of афторёскєіа, and thus this statement 
concerns love in the sense of desire for God alone, i.e. as transformed 
concupiscence. Consequently, the commandment of love for God pri- 
marily relates to man's desirous attachment, which should be given to no 
creature at all, while the commandment of love for the neighbour 
demands a state of mind, which because of its fixed relationship to God 
includes a charitable affection (дудйпп in its restricted sense) for all 
human beings. 

Maximus' emphasis on love for God is thus able to take the claim of 
neighbourly love into full account. Love for one's neighbour does not 
imply an attachment to men which is of the same character as the 
attachment which love for God implies. It 15 a state of the mind which 


43 See p. 311 above. 

44 See ibid. 2. 48; CSC, p. 116.—A. Мусвем, Den kristna karlekstanken genom 
tiderna. Eros och agape 22, рр. 415-418, is obviously quite unaware of the complicated 
character of Maximus’ concept of love. He thinks that Maximus uses the terms epos and 
ayann without any distinction at all, and arrives, consequently, without any difficulty at 
the conclusion that it is the €pws-aspect, as he understands it, which dominates. It is true 
that Maximus affirms that God himself is both ày&r and €pws (see Amb 23; PG 91, 1260 
C) and does it with explicit reference to Ps.-Denis, who in De div. nom. 4, 11-12 (PG 3, 708 
B-709 C) had defended the Christian use of the term €pws beside áyámm (cf. von 
BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 416, n. 2)—and even regarded it as more divine— but also defined it in 
such a way that it means a unifying power which even includes the care of the higher for the 
lower (PG 3, 709 CD). How far Maximus agrees with Denis' higher evaluation of epus is, 
however, not quite clear, since the scholion to which Nygren refers at this point may be 
written by John of Skythopolis and not by Maximus (see /n Div. nom. 4, 12; PG 4, 265 A; cf. 
NYGREN, op. cit., p. 415, n. 5). What remains a fact is that Maximus regards them as 
synonymous expressions in relation to God—as we can see in a scholion which it is most 
likely was written by Maximus himself (In div. nom. 4, 14; PG 4, 265 CD; on the 
authenticity of this scholion, cf. vou BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 672). On the divine level ров 
and дубтт may thus be regarded as synonyms, since God is the Cause of all, but on the level 
of human beings they are separated into €pws as a natural desire and аубтт as a divine state 
of mind. Nygren's failure to see this distinction has prevented him from understanding 
Maximus’ expression Еро rrjs ayámns (see NYGREN, ор. cit., p. 416, n. 3). 

45 Char 1. 10; CSC, p. 52. 


314 Chapter Five: Establishing the Microcosm 


shares in God's charity towards men. Love is thus able to include 
positively the active functions of the human faculties of both concupis- 
cence and anger. But of course, it also includes the power of the rational 
faculty. 

And consequently, Maximus is prepared to point out that the mind, 
when it advances in the desire (€pws) of charity, is supported by all the 
virtues and not least by pure prayer which is a virtue of the mind itself, or 
of the rational faculty in service of the mind. 

This stress on the inclusion of all virtues in the work of love, the 
supreme desire, implies, however, that neighbourly love also is regarded 
as included in the love for God, an idea which Maximus expresses several 
times.^" It is expressed in a negative form when Maximus affirms that 
love for God excludes hate towards one's neighbour,“ and as a positive 
claim when Maximus underlines that love for one's neighbour should be 
caused by love for God.*? With reference to 1 John 4: 20 Maximus even 
goes as far as to say that benevolence towards one's neighbour is the 
clearest proof that one loves God.^? 

As we pointed out above, the close connection between the concepts 
of detachment and charity probably implies further that the aspect of 
equilibrium, related to detachment, has been transferred to love as a 
claim for equal love towards all. This claim is in fact very often repeated 
by Maximus,*! and he sees it clearly as an expression of perfect love. It is 
most definitely, though paradoxically, formulated as a conviction that he 
who loves nothing human, loves all men,? a statement which says that 
he who devotes his loving desire entirely to God, is not affected by any 
partial attachment to the world and is thus able to love all men equally in 
imitation of God's own love for all. Resentfulness, on the other hand, is a 
sign of worldliness and implies a worship of creatures instead of the 
Creator.*? 

Thus it is obviously Maximus' conviction that love for God, the true 
aim of man's life, in whom he is called to find his true pleasure, not only 
eradicates all sins,?* but also positively includes in itself all the virtues. 

46 See ibid. 1. 11; p. 52. 

487 ТЫ. 1. 13; p. 54 and 1. 23; p. 56. 

488 Ibid. 1. 15-16; p. 54. 

49 Ibid, 2. 9; p. 92 ff. 

49 Ep 2; PG 91, 401 0-404 A. 

*! See e.g. Char 1. 61; CSC, p. 72; 1. 71; p. 76; 2. 30; p. 106; 4. 98; p. 238 and Ep2; PG 
91, 400 C. 

42 Ibid, 3. 37; p. 160. 


3 See ibid. 1. 20; p. 56. 
94 Thid. 2. 7; p. 92. 
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Monastic activities and attitudes such as fasting, watching, singing, 
praying and thinking good of one’s brethren are all expressions of love.^? 
But how is this conviction also differentiated according to the trichotomy 
of the soul and to the dual character of the commandment of love? We 
shall try to answer this question in relation to each of the three psychic 
faculties. 


The double commandment of love and Maximus’ ‘trichotomist’ understanding of 
the virtues 


The relationship between /ove for God and a good use of the concupiscible 
faculty is clearly stated by Maximus. Thus we learn that the holiness of 
temperance effects charity (i.e. for God), or that he who keeps his body 
free from pleasure, may get even the support of the body itself in his 
service of higher, i.e. divine, aims.?" Such activities as fasting and 
watching are also expressions of love for God.”® Maximus even states 
that the faculty of concupiscence itself may be transformed into a holy 
desire for God, which moves man towards his aim.*” 

The relationship between /ove for one's neighbour and a good use of 
the irascible faculty is still more frequently indicated. Thus we learn that 
long-suffering and kindness belong to charity (for one's neighbour), 
though lack of them indirectly separates also from God,™ or that doing 
good, long-suffering and patience are works of charity (for one's neigh- 
bour), and thus not only remedies for corresponding vices.? Charity is 
certainly regarded as a remedy against the passions of the irascible 
faculty, but this is not enough, for nothing short of an active doing of 
good is in Maximus’ opinion sufficient to express neighbourly love.™ 

Thus the aspect of equilibrium does not lead to a lack of activity. 
Long-suffering, which in the Evagrian tradition is the counterpart of 
wrath, certainly belongs to the fulness of love, but love also includes a 
number of far more active neighbourly virtues, expressing a loving 
attitude to different categories of human beings. As a matter of fact, 

95 See ibid. 1. 42; p. 64. 

96 Ibid. 1. 45; p. 64. 

87 Ibid. 1. 21; p. 56. 

4% Ibid, 1. 42; p. 64. Cf. above. 

49 See Ep 2; PG 91, 397 B. 

$0 Char 1. 38; CSC, p. 62. 

9! See ibid. 1. 40; p. 62 and 4. 55; p. 216. 

3? See ibid. 1. 66; p. 74. 

яз 1614. 2. 49-50; p. 116 ff. 


34 See ibid. 4. 26; p. 204. 
35 See the 17 virtues of this kind in Ep 2; PG 91, 405 A. 
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neighbourly love is far from being merely a substitute for the vices of the 
irascible element, or even for its differentiated virtues; it qualifies the 
irascible faculty itself.5% 

However, it should also be added that this intimate relationship 
between the two aspects of love and the dichotomy of the passible part of 
the soul, does not exclude an emphasis on the close connection which 
also exists between these two types of relationships themselves. Thus we 
learn that a flight from worldly desires, i.e. an expression of a loving 
attachment to God, places man above grief, which is primarily a vice of 
the irascible faculty.?" The reason is, of course, that all virtues may be 
subsumed under love for God. But on the other hand, we also learn that 
not only love for God, but more directly love for one’s neighbour, leads 
to a distribution of money, which certainly at the same time conquers the 
vice of avarice, usually connected with the concupiscible faculty.*9* 

The rational faculty, and the mind, are also included in the work of 
love. In this case we are, of course, primarily concerned with /ove for God. 
Thus we learn that the fear of God, understood in a good sense, which 
presupposes the knowledge of God implied in faith, leads to reverence, 
i.e. a form of humility, a virtue of the rational faculty, which ought to be 
joined with love.” And it is a divine knowledge, which is united with 
charity, that leads man to illumination?" Knowledge should in fact be 
activated by charity.?!! The intellectual activity of pure prayer is likewise 
an expression of love for God.*!? Since the mind is the spiritual subject of 
man, this positive function of love in relation to the mind cannot, 
however, be restricted to love for God. In fact, Maximus points out 
explicitly that if love for God gives wings to the mind by which to 
communicate with God, love for the neighbour prepares it to think well 
of other human beings—two functions of the mind which are obviously 
of an interdependent importance.^? 


Thus we have seen that the supreme virtue of love, in Maximus' 
opinion, includes positively all the ‘lower’ virtues, which it does not 
replace but fulfils. We have also seen that this positive view of the virtues 
in relation to love is closely linked with Maximus' evaluation of love in 


96 See Char 4. 15; CSC, p. 200 and 4. 44; p. 212. 
3? 1514. 1. 22; p. 56. 

% See ibid. 1. 23; p. 56. 

39 Ibid. 1. 81—82; p. 80. 

510 Ја 1. 46; p. 64. 

3! See ibid. 1. 47; p. 66 and 1. 69; p. 74. 

52 See ibid. 2. 7; p. 92. 

335 See ibid. 4. 40; p. 162. 
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its two aspects as implying a right use of the three faculties of the human 
soul and a “winging” of the mind for the final communion with God. 

But this also means that Maximus is not of the opinion that man 
leaves his passible functions behind him during the process of deification 
and Christian perfection. Through their good use they co-operate with 
the mind in the fulfilment of its true task. And it is through charity that 
this co-operation of the whole of man takes place. Charity implies in fact 
this restored and transformed passibility, which is to follow man through 
all his life as a human being. And for this reason Maximus is fully 
prepared to call charity itself a blessed passion?'* There is indeed а 
blameworthy passion of love for the world, but in restored man this 
passion is replaced by the laudable passion of love for God, and 
neighbour.” Maximus’ affirmation of human unity and differentiation 
as kept together could hardly be more clearly manifested than through 
his definition of charity. And thereby the positive view of man’s 
microcosmic position is also expressed. 


Charity in relation to faith and hope as agents of deification 


Maximus thus ascribes to love an all-inclusive integrating function in 
relation to man as a differentiated being. But in that case what is the 
relationship between love and other agents of human perfection and 
deification? Evagrius tends to restrict the function of charity to the vita 
practica, of which however it is Ше end.?' We have few reasons to 
suppose it, but we must ask: does Maximus limit its róle in the same way? 
The answer to this question may here be restricted to two fields: the 
position of charity over against the other ‘theological’ virtues, faith and 
hope, and the relationship between love and higher knowledge (yv@ais). 

Maximus’ reflection on the three theological virtues, like that of other 
Christian writers, 15, of course, primarily based on 1 Cor. 13: 13, where 
the supremacy of charity is affirmed. For this reason it is of no particular 
interest for us simply to notice that Maximus accepts this supremacy. 
What interests us is his understanding of the virtues of faith and hope, 
since only this can help us to see the quality of his affirmation of the 
supremacy of charity. And the most interesting fact in this connection is 
that in the case both of faith and hope we can find traces of a criticism of 
the position of Evagrius and Origenism. 

А striking fact in relation to Maximus' understanding of faith is his 


24 See ibid. 3. 67; p. 174 ff. 
355 See ibid. 3. 71; p. 176 ff. 
516 See Pract. 1. 56; PG 40, 1233 С. 
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high evaluation of this basic theological virtue. Both Evagrius and 
Maximus see faith as the foundation and starting-point of Christian life 
as a whole. Their comparative hierarchies of virtues present sufficient 
evidence at this point. Maximus also expresses the same idea else- 
where.5 But Maximus goes further, and we have reason to believe that 
the high evaluation of faith as a whole, which we find in his writings, 
distinguishes him from Evagrius, for whom faith is only a kind of 
purified natural gnosis.?!* 

To Maximus faith is, first of all, a gift of grace, given in baptism, 
power and a calling.5?? But further we learn that faith, understood in the 
light of Hebr. 11: 1, gives knowledge of God and divine things, a qualified 
knowledge in fact. This knowledge can be contrasted with sensual 
knowledge,?! and is also regarded as an inward Kingdom of God.* We 
also learn that faith precedes hope and charity, which are both related to 
the truth which faith firmly establishes (Бфьотооа).23 Faith is a true 
knowledge from  undemonstrable principles, an establishment 
(Бтботаоств) of things which are above mind and reason.‘ It is thus in 
relation to this evaluation of faith that we have to understand Maximus’ 
affirmation of the supremacy of love. 

Also in regard to hope a difference from Evagrius may be noticed, at 
least indirectly. Evagrius sees the function of hope as one of assurance 
and confirmation, a parallel to faith as foundation and to charity as 
strength,’ and so to some extent does Maximus as well.?* But clearly he 
presents hope on a higher level, since he emphasizes that it is "the 
strength of the extremes, that is to say charity and faith"? It is related to 
the divine realities in a way which is similar to that of the other 
*theological' virtues. Evagrius combines it very closely with patience in 
his hierarchy of virtues, and it is a striking fact that the elimination of 
this close combination in Maximus’ version of the hierarchy is one of the 
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57 See e.g. Ep 2; PG 91, 393 C and 396 В. 

яв Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 605 f. 

519 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 74. 

39 See Myst 1; PG 91, 668 A and 24; 705 В; cf. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, p. 20. 

93! See Ep 2; PG 91, 393 CD. 

32 Thal 33; CCSG 7, p. 229. 

$3 See Ep 2; PG 91, 396 B. 

54 See Gnost 1. 9; PG 90, 1085 D; cf. Hebr. 11:1. 

55 See Tract. ad Eul. monach. 11; PG 79, 1108 B. 

16 Maximus gives, however, very few statements on hope; cf. Hemntses, Een onbekende 
leeraar, StC 11 (1935), p. 189 f. 

$7 Ep 2; PG 91, 396 В. 

528 See Pract., Prol.; PG 40, 1221 ВС. 
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very few differences between them.?? Also in relation to hope Maximus 
underlines further that it is able to give an inner assertion, substance 
(бтботосі), to the divine realities," and as such it points itself to the 
object of both faith and charity.’ As in the case of faith, so also in 
relation to hope we must measure the affirmation of the supremacy of 
charity with the high evaluation which Maximus gives of it. 

But how does Maximus conceive of the relationship between the three 
theological virtues taken together? He seems to regard them as corre- 
sponding to a favourite triad of his: beginning, middle and end 
(&pxi]— pecorns— тёЛов), which is characteristic of time and created 
beings. 32 For in Char 3. 100° Maximus emphasizes that time is divided 
into three parts, and that faith extends to all three, hope to one and 
charity to two, a statement by which he probably intends to say that faith, 
though being the beginning, is also related to middle and end, since for 
man there is no complete knowledge of God available, while hope is 
related to the middle (ecorns) and charity both to the middle phase and 
to the end. Virtually, however, faith is attached to the beginning— it lays 
the foundation of Christian life—while hope performs a task of media- 
Поп,“ since it indicates that which is believed and makes real that which 
is the object of love. And charity 15 above all related to Ше end, the 
consummation of al1.5? 

The understanding of charity as connected with réàos, end, may be 
confirmed in different ways. We learn, first of all, in Ep 2 that it 

embraces altogether the supreme object of desire”, and this last 
expression is already in one of the Stoic fragments said to be a definition 
of теЛов.3? Even Evagrius, in fact, regards the terms end (теЛо), the 
supreme object of desire (Tò €oxarov бректби) and the final beatitude (ў 

59 See Char 1. 2-3; CSC, p. 50. 

50 See Ep 2; PG 91, 393 D. 

51! Tbid.; 395 B. 

52 For his general use of the triad, see Gnost 1. 5; PG 90, 1085 A; cf. von BALTHASAR 
KL’, р. 603. | l 

55 CSC, p. 192. 

_ ^ И is “the strength of the extremes" (акра). This last term indicates, in fact, that 
faith and charity are regarded as elements of a triad, and hope as ueoórrs within this 
triad—a Neo-Platonic way of thinking reflected in Ps.-Denis. Cf. at this point VOLKER 
Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 124. 

25 The sense of Char. 3.100 is obscure and our interpretation is not shared by the 
scholars who have commented upon it. Von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 465, n. 2 understands it 
almost in an Evagrian way; and so partly does PEGON, op. cit., p. 151, n. 1. SHERWOOD, in 
ACW, p. 263, n. 189 comes closer to our interpretation, but thinks of a reference to the 
three laws of nature, Scripture and grace. 


36 PG 91, 396 C. 
9! See VON ARNIM, Stoic. Vet. Fragm. 3, p. 3 (по. 3). 
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&oyáTq pakapiorys) as synonymous expressions? but he links them 
rather with knowledge than with charity. And secondly, Maximus 
presents charity as repose or fixity (отдопх), i.e. as the end of man's 
motion towards his divine goal, an end which is able to replace both faith 
and hope.*” This term “repose” (отот) is, however, at the same time 
part of Maximus' anti-Origenist triad of becoming, motion, repose 
(yéveoits—kivnows—ordors), and this triad is itself partly a parallel to 
the triad of beginning, middle and end. Charity as both ‘end and 
“repose” is consequently integrated into a view of man’s destiny, which 
is foreign to that of Evagrius. Maximus obviously sees the theological 
virtues as instruments on man’s way from beginning to end, from coming 
into being to repose, but at the same time this implies that his 
understanding of them is explicitly contrary to the Origenist —and 
Evagrian—teaching on man’s creation, fall and restoration." 

That charity in its perfection implies to Maximus this attainment of 
the divine end of man's life is, finally, confirmed by the fact that he also 
underlines that charity alone gives full enjoyment (&7oAavois) of that 
which is believed and hoped for, and gives it by its very nature.” The 
term "enjoyment" had, in fact, since Gregory of Nyssa been used to 
express mystical communion with God,” ап understanding which 
Maximus even explicitly shares, since he defines it himself as “participa- 
tion in supernatural divine things" 5^ It is in this sense that charity lasts 
for ever. It should indeed be noted that the terms "repose" and 
“enjoyment” are closely connected by Maximus. Tbe mystical Maximian 
term “ever-moving repose" (Ддежкпттов aráouws) is explicitly identified 
with “enjoyment” (&méAavois).* Thus it is made fully clear that charity 
alone, in Maximus’ opinion, brings man to mystical union with God. 


Charity and knowledge 


Through this last conclusion we have in fact also answered the question 
about the relationship between charity and knowledge (yvwars). This 


53 See Ps.-Basil., Ep. 8; PG 32, 257 А-С. 

39 See Ep 2; PG 91, 396 С. 

50 See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, р. 109. l 5 

$41 Оп Maximus’ refutation of the Origenist conceptions at this point, see ch. П: 6; 
p. 81 ff. above. 
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543 See Gregory of Nyssa, In Cant. cant., hom. 1; JAEGER, 6, p. 31 £; ibid., hom. 14; p. 
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relationship is a problem which demands notice in the writers of the 
general tradition to which Maximus belongs, at least for scholars who 
aim at systematization. In the wider Alexandrian tradition, where the 
mind (vovs) is superior to the soul (фъхл), though often, as in the case of 
Evagrius, more or less identified with the rational element in man, and 
where charity (дуйттп) is linked with the vita practica and often under- 
stood only as purification, while knowledge means illumination, the 
following problem presents itself: is knowledge (yvæsıs) superior to love 
as the mind is superior to the soul? And if this is the case, how is this 
understanding of love compatible with the outstanding position it must 
be given on biblical grounds? In general terms, the answer to this 
question is, of course, that since knowledge and love condition each 
other, their relationship can hardly be understood as one of superiority 
and inferiority. 

In particular cases, however, this answer is not always quite convinc- 
ing. Thus in Evagrius, where we have found that the mind usually 
represents the rational element in the psychological trichotomy of 
man,""' one can hardly avoid the impression that урфопв is also superior 
to ёуйтт, which seems to be exclusively conceived as purification of the 
soul and the door to knowledge. In the case of Maximus, however, we 
have already underlined that the mind, though it represents man as 
intelligible being, is usually distinguished from the rational element of 
the soul and serves as man's spiritual subject with a more direct 
relationship to all the parts of the soul, even though this distinction is not 
strictly upheld. And consequently, we might, even on this ground, expect 
that knowledge in Maximus' case is not presented as superior to charity. 
But recently we also noticed that Maximus attributes to charity the 
power of final union with God, a union which must be above уро, 
since man is unable fully to know God. At this point Maximus’ 
statement in Char 1. 100 is of the utmost importance, for there he 
underlines that the mind, even when “placed in God" and filled with 
desire (i.e. transformed concupiscence, or love as yearning), cannot 
penetrate into that which 15 proper to God, since this is forbidden to 
every creature, but finds encouragement in the divine attributes, i.e. in 
that which God reveals of himself? Thus we see that, according to 

“8 Cf. J. FARGES—M. VILLER, art. La charité chez les Pères, DSp 2 (1953), col. 553 Ё, 
where, however, no distinction at all is made between e.g. Evagrius and Maximus at this 
рон СЕ ch. IV: A, 3; p. 188 Е. above. 


% See Ch. П: 1; p. 51 f. on Ше gulf which exists between God and all created beings. 
595 CSC, p. 88. 
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Maximus, even the illuminated mind seeks, in its desirous S for 
something in God which it is not allowed to find, but in this very desire 
and love it is, nevertheless, allowed to be united with Him. | " 
Thus if either love or knowledge has to be regarded as superior to the 
other, in the case of Maximus it is certainly love which is the UTE 
This position of Maximus in relation to the function of love 1n Pu 
final union with God must also be kept in mind when we s В Y 
statements by Maximus which concern ‘lower’ stages of human dd 
tion. Otherwise we may misunderstand what he says. It is даа nn 
its way to full illumination, the mind must be supported by pu 7 а 
this case it looks as if love as inferior serves Ше cause of know e ge я 
superior. But, as we have seen, this is E je el RS сапа 
ontext which explains each statement c | | 
e DD is thus, за the one hand, а fruit of the epe gir 
from passions which “gladdens” the soul, and thus e Ee 
knowledge which concerns the тіпа. But, on the other hand, 1! А » 
means of love that the knowledge of God attracts the pure iem а 
itself.55? One perspective dominates when Maximus says, 1n ап ides 
way, that love for God is to prefer the knowledge of God to аер 
е1ве;553 another, it seems, when he emphasizes that it 1s charity w А 
leads to illumination, and that there is for this reason nothing greater 
than charity." It is charity which prepares the mind for its eae 
knowledge, 5 but knowledge is for this reason necessarily in пе, е 
charity.56 Thus in general, Maximus stresses the 'gnostic пала ; 5 я 
human desire for God, but underlines at the same time both the ac p à 
it is love which brings man to this knowledge and illumination, ii m 
fact that human knowledge of God will never be complete. О у Ше 
desirous attachment to Him in perfect charity which ends in “ecstasy 


unites man fully with God." 


| 1 iced a similar difference of 
222 моор, in ACW, pp. 92 and 237 f., n. 389 has notice 
ers Eun and emphasizes that Maximus gives charity an importance above vods Las 
d 5 Cf. however Char 1. 27; CSC, p. 58, where charity as purification is distinguis 


from both divine charity and knowledge. 
532 Char 1. 32; CSC, p. 60. 
53 7614. 1. 1 and 4; p. 50. 
54 See ibid. 1. 9; p. 52. 
555 See ibid. 4. 60; p. 218. 


556 Ibid. 4. 62; p. 220. " | 
HI oe a Киа balance between the aspects of knowledge and love, see e.g. ibid. 1. 69; 


CSC, p. 74, and for the concept of ‘ecstatic’ love, see Amb po 1 а С. irae his po 
t of “ecstasy” in Maximus, SHERWOOD, in W, p. 96, : i 

Wee is that of zh outgoing of the volitive power, which effects the pas oon 

harmony and unity in love"; cf. further ch. VI below.—Restricted to the 1nter-human le 
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5. Divine incarnation in the virtues 


Maximus regards charity as the summit of all virtues and as the supreme 
power of human re-integration. Beyond all other means of restoration 
and sanctification, be they practical virtues or the two other ‘theological’ 
virtues, it serves incessantly and for ever to relate man and mankind to 
their end and purpose of unification. But in doing so, it does not 
extinguish the created differentiations of man; on the contrary, it uses the 
powers of the soul in their differentiation and is served by them in 
practical action. This last fact, however, means that though the aspect of 
unification naturally predominates in the case of love, it is nevertheless 
closely linked with an opposite aspect of differentiation. Love does not 
only effect a unified movement towards God as man’s true end, but also a 
good use of the different human faculties and a right relationship 
between human beings. And this last effect is of no less importance than 
the first. 

Through the whole of this thesis we have tried to demonstrate how 
Maximus is eager to keep these two aspects in proper balance, an 
eagerness which we understand to be of Chalcedonian inspiration. And 
consequently, we should not be surprised to find that this latter aspect is 
equally underlined in Maximus’ treatment of the vita practica and a life 
of virtues. In fact, Maximus demonstrates the proper balance by 
establishing a clear correspondence between the integrating function of 
love as a unified movement towards God as man’s true end and Christ’s 
own act of differentiation, through which he as the Logos allows himself 
to be incarnate in the manifold human virtues themselves. 

The work of integration through which man serves God, his true end, 
in a unified effort of all his faculties, is thus at the same time, in 
Maximus’ view, an on-going incarnation of the Logos in mankind, which 
differentiates the divine presence according to the created diversity of 
human life. This latter idea is far from unique in itself, but Maximus has 
certainly used it more energetically, and in a more conscious correspon- 
dence with the opposite aspect of unification and deification, than most 
Christian writers before him. Let us then see how he expresses his 
conviction that there is a differentiated presence of Christ the Logos in 
the virtues of those who are being sanctified and deified in love. 


charity is, however, as DALMais, RAM 29 (1953), p. 127, well expresses И:“... amour 
désintéressé de bienveillance, qui trouve son fondement dans l'unité de nature établie par le 
Créateur entre tous les hommes, indépendamment des sentiments d'affection ou 
d'animosité dont ils peuvent faire preuve les uns à l'égard des autres." 
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The idea of an incarnation of Christ in the virtues in Maximus’ predecessors 


It must, of course, be underlined first of all, that the idea of an 
incarnation or presence of Christ in the virtues was affirmed by Christian 
writers long before Maximus. This idea is in fact closely connected both 
with the earlier Christian theology of deification, to which we shall 
devote some attention in Chapter VI, and with the speculation on the 
birth and formation of Christ the Logos in the believers which is reflected 
in a great number of early Christian writers.” Here it may, however, be 
sufficient to mention a few influential expressions of this line of thought. 

The idea of Christ's presence in the virtues of the believers presup- 
poses the conviction that the Logos is the very substance of all virtues. 
This is e.g. made perfectly clear in Origen, who elaborates this specula- 
tion considerably. According to him Christ thus is the virtues, while man 
has virtues, and consequently Christian imitation of Christ means a kind 
of participation in Christ's own being.’ Whether this participation is 
ontological or moral is, however, a problem which Origen hardly makes 
any effort to solve. As a matter of fact, it is interesting to notice that his 
understanding of Christ as subordinated to the Father seems to have 
helped him in his affirmation of Christ's presence. For he underlines 
explicitly that while the Father is simple, the Son is also multiple, and 
that for this reason Christ may be present in all virtues and men may 
participate in him to the extent to which they possess these virtues, 
This last view-point, however, is particularly important in the context of 
our study, for it shows that it is the aspect of a differentiated divine 
presence which stands in the foreground already at an early stage of this 
tradition. 

From these presuppositions Origen naturally advances to the affirma- 
tion that Christ is “born” in men through Ше virtues.*€! Or, from another 
angle, he emphasizes that there is a “formation” (uóp$oaus) of Christ 
taking place in the Christians—a clear reflection of Paul's words in Gal. 
4: 19. And this formation implies that Christ is formed in them according 
to those virtues which he 15.22 

Also in e.g. Methodius of Philippi virtue implies a formation of 
Christ in the heart of the believer, and again Gal. 4: 19 is the source of 

558 This whole stream of thinking was excellently treated already by Н. RAHNER, Die 
Gottesgeburt. Die Lehre der Kirchenvater von der Geburt Christi im Herzen des 
Glàubigen, ZKTh 59 (1935), pp. 339-383. 

$59 Cf. CRouzEL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, р. 230. On this theme in Origen, cf. also 
M. Hart, Origene et la fonction révélatrice du Verbe incarné, Paris 1958, pp. 291 ff. 

560 Cf, CROUZEL, ор. cit. p. 110. 

si Cf. ibid., p. 229. 

% Cf. ibid, p. 228. 
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inspiration. This idea is also closely linked with icti att 
knowledge and virtue imply a birth of Adyou in the ho a нс. 
speculation is further reflected in Gregory of Nyssa who sees E 
as a participation in the virtue of the Logos. Like Origen he fe ee 
Christ is уігѓџе, 6 and he regards the virtues as radiations of HE po. 
Gregory, however, is particularly interested in emphasizing hence 
detachment (дтддево) in this context. Thus Christ is “the - s oon 
detachment”, whose purity is of nature, while that of оа Е si 
course, only of participation. The aspect of differentiation is T ip 
particularly underlined by Gregory, but it is certainly implied in ae 
E NE ppl presence in the virtues. An expression of this 
implication is the fact th d » 
крах аи а СЕО regards Ше virtues as Ше "colours" of 
. Isolated reflections might even be found in Evagrius, though this idea 
18 clearly not particularly Evagrian. It is characteristic of him that he uses 
it in combination with an emphasis on detachment. Thus we learn that 
the practical virtues are the “fleshes of Christ" (notice the plural form 
which indicates an idea of differentiation), but also that he who eats of 
them will become detached.59 It is obvious that the virtues are to 
Evagrius primarily expressions of the equilibrium of detachment, and 
only in this sense do they imply a communication with Christ. l 


Maximus’ general understanding of Christ's inhabitation in the believer 


When we turn to Maximus, this Evagrian perspective is quite absent 
Maximus obviously emphasizes the idea of Christ's presence, birth and 
embodiment in the virtues in order to demonstrate that the work of 
human Perfection has two sides. From one point of view it means 
restoration, integration, unification and deification; from another point 
of view it means divine inhabitation in human multiplicity. This double 
character is manifest almost everywhere when Maximus dwells on this 
theme, and the explanation can hardly be other than that Maximus’ late 
Chalcedonian theology with its stress on communicatio idiomatum and 
perichoresis also brought him to the conviction that Incarnation and 
deification are two sides of the same mystery, as Dalmais has most 





%3 Cf. RAHNER, art. cit., p. 360. 

54 СЕ ibid., p. 374, n. 30. 

%3 See Contra Eun. 3, 7; JAEGER, 2, p. 236. 

p. See In Сат. cant., hom. 3; JAEGER, 6, p. 90 f. 

mE Cf. DaNIELOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 101. 
See Mirror for Monks 118-120; GRESSMAN, p. 163. 
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convincingly concluded.*® Deification and Incarnation differ from each 
other in so far as deification is fulfilled only after death," while 
Incarnation is established in a historical event, to which all other forms 
of incarnation have to be related; but it is Maximus’ conviction that both 
are equally based on the fact that “Сой ever wills to become man in the 
worthy" 311 

Even in such an ‘Evagrian’ piece of writing as Cent. gnost. this double 
perspective, in combination with an emphasis on Christ's presence in the 
virtues, is clearly manifested. Thus Maximus affirms that the Logos 
“becomes thick" in the проктикдв through the manners (тропо:) of the 
virtues, and becomes flesh.?? Obviously Maximus thinks not only of a 
human participation in divine virtues, but also of an active participation 
of Christ himself in the conditions of men, which allows for a close 
correspondence between the processes of divine incarnation and human 
deification. 


Agents and forms of divine incarnation in the virtues of the believer 


As a matter of fact, Maximus' doctrine about Christ's presence in the 
virtues of the believer is very detailed and goes very far. First of all, we 
learn that it is by the grace of baptism that Christ indwells in man, an 
element which belonged from the beginning to the Christian idea of a 
divine birth in man.?? The idea of a birth is, secondly, related also to 
faith," which, as we recall, is at the same time the basis of the hierarchy 
of virtues. Thus Maximus states that faith, which is originally born by 
the Logos, later itself becomes the mother of the Logos in man. The 
Logos is the son of faith in that He becomes incarnate out of faith by 
means of the virtues as they are practiced.*” It is obviously as the source 
of virtues that faith is here presented as the mother of the Logos. But we 
notice at the same time that this presence of the Logos is regarded as an 
incarnation. We might add here that in another context Maximus 
emphasizes Christ's participation in human conditions still more by 
569 Cf. DALMAis, art. Divinisation, II. Patristique grecque DSp 3 (1957), col. 1388. 


50 Cf. here DaLMais, loc. cit. and SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 135. 

31 Thal 22; CCSG 7, р. 143. 

52 Gnost 2. 37; PG 90, 1141 C.—A similar expression in Gregory Nazianzen, Or. 38, 
2; PG 36, 313 B is commented upon by Maximus in Amb 33; PG 91, 1285 C-1288 A, 
though there the interpretation seems to be less fixed. 

55 Char 4. 73; CSC, p. 226. On the róle of baptism at the beginning of this stream of 
thought, see RAHNER, art. cit., pp. 339 ff. and 347 f. 

54 Cf. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, p. 64. 

55 See Thal 40; CCSG 7, p. 273. See further my own later study Man and the Cosmos, 
pp. 108-112. 


Re-integration through the Virtues 327 


referring the symbolism of birth both to man and Christ: both Christians 
and the divine Logos are in this stage of life as in a mother's womb.>"6 

We also learn however, that it is the purification from passions which 
prepares for the experience of an indwelling of Christ." Here Maximus 
does not seem to advance much further than the position of Evagrius 
and earlier in the same text Maximus says that purification by the 
commandments prepares for “Ше treasures of wisdom and knowledge" 
(he refers here to Eph. 3: 17 and Col. 2: 3), which are hidden in Christ 
who dwells in men's hearts Бу faith.*”® The reference is thus in the first 
place to an indwelling of Christ which belongs to the sphere of knowl- 
edge, since faith is to Maximus a knowledge about the existence of God 
as Cause which has to be perfected through the different stages of 
yvacs.*? But the relationship between a keeping of the commandments 
and the indwelling of Christ is not only one of preparation to a 'gnostic' 
presence. The keeping of the commandments itself makes Christ to dwell 
in Christians.?*9? 

There is, in fact, according to Maximus a presence of the Logos in the 
believers through both virtue and knowledge," and it would indeed be 
misleading to state that the former is of less importance than the latter. 
Maximus is always eager to stress the moral presence of God in a true 
believer, which he defines as a presence “according to well-being", i.e. a 
presence characteristic of man when he has used his free will to accept in 
obedience his relationship to God, the Cause of his being. 

Maximus in fact fully agrees with those of his predecessors who have 
affirmed a presence of Christ in the virtues, because the substance of all 
virtues is Christ.°® And this is explicitly understood as a divine incarna- 
tion in human virtuous living.” There is, however, a clear link between 
this moral incarnation of Christ the Logos and the presence which is 
communicated through knowledge (угфон5) and contemplation by 
means of reason and intellect. For in the same sense as natural contem- 
plation implies a communication, yes even a communion, with the Logos 
through tbe /ogoi of created things, which are all held together by the 

36 Amb 6; PG 91, 1068 A. 

37 Char 4. 76; CSC, p. 228. 

эв Ibid. 4. 70; р. 224. 

3? For this concept of faith, see Ep 2; PG 91, 393 C. 

58 See Asc 34; PG 90, 940 B. 

#1 See Thal 62; CCSG 22, p. 135. 

3? See ibid. 61; CCSG 22, p. 105. cf. Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 B. 

38 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1081 D. 


384 See Amb, Рго!; PG 91, 1032 В; cf. Amb 10; 1145 B and the generalized systematic 
treatment of this topic in LoosEN, op. cit., pp. 65-74. 
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Logos, so also a keeping of the commandments means a communication 
with the Logos through Ше /ogoi of the commandments, i.e. through the 
differentiated presence of the divine Logos, who is in fact hidden in the 
commandments. It is thus this presence in the commandments which 
becomes an inhabitation of the Logos in those who are obedient and 
perform the works of the vita practica. In other words, those who keep the 
commandments communicate morally with the Logos, by developing 
virtues which are natural, since they imply a right relationship of these 
Christians to their own principle of nature (Aóyos qoos). 

This moral communication is closely linked with a knowledge of this 
principle. But the aspect of knowledge reaches still further, and therefore 
Maximus not only emphasizes the incarnation of Christ in the believer, 
but also at the same time stresses the elevation of the believer in уроо to 
a final insight which is even higher than all commandments, an insight 
about the monadic source of the multiplicity of principles and rules, the 
One God himself.’ As we can see, the moral aspect does not disappear at 
this higher stage of knowledge either, for it is God the Giver of the 
commandments who is contemplated. 

At this point again we notice clearly the difference between Maximus 
and Evagrius. Moral perfection is for Maximus rather an aspect of 
human deification than merely a stage which has to be passed, before the 
mind may perform its higher contemplative functions. God is the source 
not only of being and ever-being but also of well-being, where the 
freedom of man’s will plays such an important róle.? And in this world, 
where the future state of blessedness is only fore-shadowed, not only the 
natural Лоуо but also Ше тротог of virtues serve as types of supernatural 
goods, through which God always freely becomes man in those who are 
worthy .? 

And furthermore, on the other hand there is no Evagrian or Origenist 
confusion of moral and ontological orders involved, when Maximus 
speaks of a conformity with the divine object of contemplation which is 
established through угшопв.#8 The mind which in the end is joined with 
God in prayer and charity is said to contain all the divine attributes, but 
this statement obviously means that man reflects morally what God 
shows of himself. For according to Maximus God does not reveal even to 

585 See QuDub 142; CCSG 10, p. 101. Maximus understands this development as a 
movement from the different commandments to the affirmation of Deut. 6: 4: "The Lord 
our (Maximus: “thy”) God is one Lord." 


58 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 ВС. 
5? Thal 22; CCSG 7, р. 143; cf. Ѕневмоор, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 134 f. and 


DALMAIS, art. cit., col. 1388. 
355 Cf. SHERWOOD, іп ACW, р. 261 f., n. 187. 
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the true "gnostic" what is really proper to him. The gnostic has to be 
content with His attributes.?*? 

Deification implies in the end no ontological identification between 
God and man, but precisely a communication across the gulf which still 
separates creature and Creator, which on the part of God is an incarna- 
tion in human conditions, and on the part of man a development of 
natural capacities into a ‘moral’ reflection of the divine attributes, which 
is also a unification with God in virtue of divine charity and the desire of 
man's love.?9? 


The aspect of reciprocity in relation to Christ's presence in human virtues 


This view of the relationship between knowledge and virtue within the 
process of man's perfection and deification, leads, however, to a charac- 
teristic reciprocity, which is noticeable everywhere in Maximus' writings; 
a reciprocity between the aspect of divine “economic” differentiation 
and Incarnation on the one hand, and human integration, unification 
and deification on the other. And this parallelism is of a particular 
interest in relation to the idea of Christ's incarnation in the virtues, for it 
shows how closely Christology and ascetic theology are integrated in 
Maximus' thinking. 

We have seen that to Maximus Christ is present in the virtues of 
man's vita practica, and we have also seen that the human mind which is 
joined with God contains, in a moral sense, all the divine attributes. But 
in the light of the reciprocity which we have mentioned, we can go further 
and conclude that Maximus, consequently, regards the divine attributes 
and the human virtues (which we have found to be natural) as correspond- 
ing to each other in the same sense as Christ's Incarnation and man's 
deification correspond to each other. But this implies again that the 
relationship between the virtues, called forth by the divine command- 
ments, and the revealed attributes of God in Maximus' thinking is 
patterned after the hypostatic relationship between divine and human in 
Christ. 

And this is, finally, exactly what Maximus himself affirms in Ep 2, a 
piece of writing which is of a particular interest because it speaks much 
about human defication, even though it does not —probably because it is 
written for a man of the world — deal with ‘gnostic’ contemplation at all. 
There Maximus states explicitly that deifying love, which unites both 
God and man and individual human beings between themselves, allows 


39 See Char 2. 52; CSC, p. 118 as compared with 1. 100; p. 88. 


590 See further ch. VI: 10 and 11 below. 


330 Chapter Five: Establishing the Microcosm 


for a reciprocal attribution (&vrióoow axeruci]) between those who are 
united by it, i.e. a communicatio similar to that in Christ. And as in the 
case of Christ, this communication concerns precisely the individual 
attributes. Individual characteristics as well as their names, says 
Maximus, are thus made mutually useful. That is to say, that man 
acquires the divine attributes in relation to his own virtues (and, of 
course, also that gifts of grace and virtues are shared by Christians among 
themselves). 

By this acquisition—which is of a moral character—man becomes 
god, and at the same time God, whose inner being 15 hidden for men, 15 
called and appears as man. And Maximus goes on to quote Hosea 12: 10 
(11),?! which he interprets as meaning that God in his great love conforms 
himself to everyone according to the amount of practical virtue which is 
found in everyone. God is thus, as it were, differentiated according to 
human differentiations, which thereby gain their proper place and true 
meaning. God accepts likeness to men.*” But this implies on the other 
hand, from the point of view of man, that man is at the same time deified, 
developing his likeness unto God, which is in Maximus always of a moral 
and volitional character. 

The Christological convictions of Chalcedon and Constantinople 
about the character of the reciprocity which exists in Christ, are thus 
transferred to the level of virtues in such a way that human integration 
and unification, established through a right relationship to God as end, is 
maintained and confessed just in so far as human differentiation 15 also 
maintained, through an act of divine and human mutual appropriation. 

It is not difficult to see, however, that it is this vision of the 
relationship between God and man in terms of the created world which is 
also expressed in Maximus' affirmation of man as microcosm. And only 
on this ground is it also possible for him to attribute to man a task of true 
mediation, as we shall see in our next and last chapter. 


51 In the LXX version the quotation reads: Ev yepoty профттоу w@poiwOny. 
52 Ep 2; PG 91, 401 В. 


CHAPTER SIX 


Performing the Task of 
Mediation 





In Chapter V we saw how Maximus' understanding of man as microcosm 
can easily be illustrated from the way in which he depicts the disintegrat- 
ing work of the passions and vices as a misuse and the reintegrating work 
of the virtues as a corresponding good use of those psychic faculties 
which are a necessary part of the make-up of man as a composite being 
We saw too how this view of man as microcosm is linked with an aspect 
of differentiation, which is negatively or positively evaluated according 
to the aim for which man uses his faculties. This differentiation in itself is 
a created quality which should be properly balanced in man by the 
opposite aspect of unity and unification, in the same way as the aspects of 
unity and differentiation in Christ are balanced against each other in the 
Christology of the councils of Chalcedon and Constantinople. 

The microcosmic aspect, the aspect of differentiation, is, for this very 
reason, never isolated in Maximus' theology from the opposite aspect 
of mediation and unification. As microcosm man is called to be a medi- 
ator. His microcosmic character points towards a task of mediation which 
is the aim of his life, while his divine call to act as mediator presupposes 
his microcosmic differentiation. In this chapter we shall study Maxi- 
mus’ understanding of this task as it is related to the different stages of 
man’s spiritual perfection, against the background of our insights from 
Chapter V. | 

Already in our short introductory section on man as “microcosm and 
mediator”! we indicated that this human task of mediation is nowhere 
else in Maximus’ writings described so clearly and succinctly as in Amb 
41, where Maximus speaks of a five-fold work of mediation which Christ 


has fulfilled on man’s behalf, and which man now has to complete in 


imitation of him.? The five types of difference which are thus to be 


overcome, each in its appropriate way, are the following ones (here 


! See ch. Ш: А, 5; pp. 133-143 above. 
? See PG 91, 1304 D-1313 B. 
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presented in a chronological order) that between man and woman, 
Paradise and the inhabited world, heaven and earth, intelligible and 
sensible things and finally between created and uncreated nature. It 
seems clear even at first sight that these differences themselves are of 
differing character. Thus the first is caused by the fall and may be 
overcome on the strictly natural level through detachment, and the same 
is true of the second difference. The third is overcome through imitation 
of heavenly virtues and belongs to the sphere of “natural contempla- 
tion", while the fourth difference is likewise overcome through contem- 
plation, though this time of intelligible things. The fifth difference, 
finally, is overbridged only in mystical union with God. We can thus 
make a differentiation within this catalogue of dichotomies itself and this 
differentiation coincides to a great extent with the different stages of 
spiritual development. In performing his task of mediation man thus 
passes, in Maximus’ opinion, from vita practica to unio mystica—an 
indication that Maximus regards man's work of mediation as identical 
with his spiritual perfection. 

We shall thus concentrate our attention in this chapter on the five 
types of mediation which Maximus presents in Amb 41 (and to some 
extent in Thal 48), and from there try to interpret the different aspects of 
his general understanding of man as mediator. But before we do this we 
shall study Maximus’ systematic presentation of the different stages of 
spiritual development. And we shall conclude with a consideration of his 
concept of deification, which is so closely connected with all his thinking 
on the fulfilment of the purpose and true function of man as created in 
the image of God. In so doing we hope to be able to see how man’s 
microcosmic character is an element of his differentiated created nature 
which is preserved to the end, even in the highest forms of communion 


with God. 


1. A three-fold spiritual development 


Maximus often divides Christian life into three stages or ways. what we 
should call vita practica, vita contemplativa and vita mystica. His 
terminology varies within this general scheme, but the three-fold pattern 
itself is fixed. It is obvious that he used this scheme primarily on account 
of the influence which Evagrius exerted on his understanding of the 
structure of spiritual life. There is a problem, however, as to how far this 
influence was decisive not only for Maximus’ acceptance of the formal 
distinctions between the three stages, but also for his understanding of 


A three-fold spiritual development 333 


the stages themselves and their significance. Here again we should 
probably be right in seeing a modifying influence from other writers 
Багаа пи of Nyssa, since, as we shall find, there is in fact Е 
considerable difference i i j 

are between Evagrius and Maximus at this latter 


The three stages of spiritual life in Maximus’ predecessors 


A three-fold spiritual development—on the basis of a more general 
distinction between ‘practical’ and ‘gnostic’ activities—is in А ver 
general sense presupposed among Christian writers as early as a 
Clement of Alexandria's reflections on man's spiritual functions; first a 
life in struggle against the passions and for the acquisition of the virtues 
then a contemplative life in gnosis and finally a true culmination of 
gnosis in a constant vision of God.‘ The first explicit Christian differenti- 
ation of this kind was, however, made by Origen, who differentiated 
between the three stages of ethicum, physicum and enoptice and differen- 
tiated between the books of Solomon accordingly, so that the Book of 
Proverbs was connected with the first stage, Ecclesiastes with the second 
and the Song of Songs with the third? 

Origen in his turn strongly influenced Gregory of Nyssa. Thus 
Gregory adopted Origen's interpretation of these three books of the Old 
Testament, and indeed his whole understanding of the development of 
Christian life may be subsumed under an analogous three-fold perspec- 
tive.? This perspective includes three stages or aspects, named after the 
experience of Moses: the first is effected through light (5:0 qwros), the 
second through the cloud (Да vepéAns) and the third in darkness (èv 
yoga). As in the case of the Alexandrian writers this three-fold 
differentiation is built on a more basic distinction between practical and 


3 On the general history of this differentiation i 1 
s а поп in the ancient Church, cf. M 
Mum Ue c uud EHE E ае Freiburg i. Br. 1939, e.g. рр. 71, 
Е, " 1 . For its background in Greek philosophy, cf. e. ; 
ramble article by С. Picart, Der Sinn der Unterscheidung von Theorie a Pre in ds 
griechischen Philosophie, Evangelische Ethik 8 (1964), pp. 321—342, and also voN 
Батэ. zs Hiera des Evagrius, ZkTh 63 (1939), p. 96. 
, e.g. chapters 2-4 in VOLKER, Der wahre Gnostiker nach Cl Al 
also the important triad of mrai&evois праёқ and уџоо і dede S Ее 
perfection of Christians; see VOLKER, Десен р. 220. аа E 
2 СОЕ Hs Cant. cant., Prol.; GCS Orig. 8, p. 75, 6 ff. 
DaNIELOU demonstrated this fact in his Í t | 
атаи et théologie mystique, Paris 1944. dL PE II P а 
ee In Cant. cant., hom. 1; JAEGER, 6, p. 18, and 11; : 
, hom. 1; , 6, p. 18, ; p. 322 Ё; cf. DANIÉLOU, Op. cit. 
whole arrangement of which is made according to this three-fold differentiation. Б 
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contemplative life,’ and the three stages refer to purification, contempla- 
tion and union respectively. 

Thus for Gregory the first stage implies “separation”, the contempla- 
tion of the second stage takes place “through the phenomena", while the 
final union of the third stage is a reality “outside of the phenomena"? 
However, Daniélou has noticed and strongly emphasized the fact that 
Gregory, being independent in his treatment of his Alexandrian prede- 
cessors, introduces an important change into the tradition, and substi- 
tutes for the chronological order of vita practica and vita contemplativa a 
parallelism of the three ways, each of which in fact includes a practical as 
well as a theoretical aspect. In this context Daniélou also underlines the 
striking fact that the third way, which implies union and is represented 
by charity (дубтт), is defined in such a way that the practical aspect 
rather predominates in it.' 

Among Maximus' predecessors the idea of the three stages is, 
however, most fully developed in Evagrius, whose systematization of 
the subject also had the greatest influence in relation to Maximus. 
Evagrius too builds on the foundation laid by Origen, but seems to have 
elaborated Origen's ideas considerably. He distinguishes between a stage 
of vita practica (практікї), a stage of natural contemplation (фисікт; 
cf. Origen) and, thirdly, a second form of higher contemplation 
(6eoAoyucij).! The first stage consists of a keeping of the command- 
ments.” and a development of practical virtues, symbolized by the flesh 
of Christ.? The second stage is sometimes simply called yros, and 
consists of a contemplation and understanding of the nature of created 
things, symbolized by the blood of Christ. The stage of "theology", 
finally, (simply called @eoAoyia)'® consists of an understanding of the 
Лбуов concerning divine things and implies knowledge of God, symbo- 
lized by the heart of Christ." 


Maximus' use of the scheme of the three stages 
Maximus starts from Evagrius— presupposing a more basic dual distinc- 


з See De vit. Moys. 2.200; DANIELOU, p. 96. 

? Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme, p. 19 f. 

10 СЕ. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 22. 

! See Pract. 1. 1; PG 40, 1221 D. 

2 See Cent. gnost. 1. 10; PO 28, p. 21. 

13 Mirror for Monks 118; GRESSMANN, p. 163. 

4 See Pract., Prol.; PG 40, 1221 C and Pract. 1. 56; 1233 С. 

5 See Cent. gnost. 1. 10; PO 28, p. 21 and Mirror for Monks 119; GRESSMANN, p. 163. 
6 See Pract., Prol.; PG 40, 1221 C and Pract. 1. 56; 1233 С. 

17 See Cent. gnost. 1. 10; loc. cit. and Mirror for Monks 120; loc. cit. 
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tion between “practical” and “theoretical” activity!5— but elaborates the 
Еуарпап systematization even further.” In the case of the third stage this 
elaboration seems, at least as far as the terminology is concerned, to be 
influenced by the language of Ps.-Denis. 

Maximus, like Evagrius, calls the first stage проктик?,20 but more 
often прай (scil. of the commandments or the virtues).?! Most charac- 
teristic of him, however, is the fact that he uses more precise formula- 
tions. Thus he frequently calls the first stage практкт ф:Лософіа, an 
expression which indicates his high evaluation of the vita practica? Its 
ethical implications and its connection with the development of virtues 
are also underlined in Maximus’ systematic terminology itself. Thus it 
happens that sometimes he denotes it simply as &per7,” or defines it as 
“ethical philosophy"? 

Regarding the second stage we notice that Maximus follows Evagrius 
occasionally in calling it урос, but usually he is more precise and 
defines it as "natural contemplation” (gvoixyn 0ewpiay5 or “natural 
philosophy" (фисик? ф:Лософіа), or “gnostic contemplation” (@ewpia 
угосткт) 8 or even—in its higher form— "spiritual contemplation”, an 
indication that a true human contemplation even of the Aóyo: of nature 
needs the aid of the Spirit.? However, we also meet the simple expression 
0eopnrucij. 

In denoting the third stage, finally, Maximus shows the same tendency 
to be more precise than Evagrius, but seems to have been influenced by 
the terminology of Ps.-Denis, whose title иистік? деоЛоупа he uses as his 
favourite name for this stage. Thus we meet this last expression in 


8 Cf. Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, p. 9. 
" For a systematic summary of Maximus’ terminology, cf. Loosen, op. cit., p. 8. 
» ih re 26 ЕС p. 102 and Gnost. 2. 96; PG 90, 1172 В. 
ee я 7, p. 159 and 55; CCSG 7, p. 509; cf. also Char 2. 90; С : 
and Gnost 2. 51; PG 90, 1148 B. ў Са 
2 See Thal 3; CCSG 7, p. 55 and 10; ССС 7, р. 83; Amb 20; PG 91, 1240 B; 37; 1293 
B and 1296 B; 47; 1360 C and 50; 1369 C. A. 
3 See Thal 50; ССС 7, p. 385 (in connection with the expression пра rv aperàv 
and in contrast to урос) and Amb 10; PG 91, 1144 C (as a parallel to угфол). 
^ See Amb 67; PG 91, 1401 D; cf. ibid.; 1397 С. 
5 See Thal 55; CCSG 7, p. 509. 
See Thal 25; CCSG 7, p. 161; Gnost 2. 96; PG 90, 1172 B; Amb 20; PG 91, 1240 B; 
45; 1356 B; 47; 1360 C and 67; 1397 C. i + 
г а Soo пон 2. 96; PG 90, 1172 В; Amb 37; PG 91, 1293 В and 1296 В; 50; 1369 С and 
2 Scil rrjs фбаешв; see Amb 32; PG 91, 1285 A. 
2 See Char 3. 44; CSC, p. 164; Муз! 2; PG 91, 669 C; Amb 10; PG 91, 1156 B and 51; 
1372 B; cf. Amb 50, 1369 B. 
3 Char 2. 26; CSC, p. 102. 
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different contexts where Evagrius simply uses деоЛоуга.?! We also find 
the parallel expression of деолоужт uvoraywyia,” and indeed other 
similar expressions such as деодоужт Ф:Лософіо?? and бєолоугк? 
gogia.” Loosen finally adds at this point even expressions like 0eoAoyuk 
жёріѕ and “pure prayer" (кабарӣ mpocevxn), but in the last case we 
must notice that Maximus also reckons with a ‘lower’ form of pure 
prayer.?é 

Maximus thus follows Evagrius rather closely in his three-fold 
division of Christian life, though he elaborates his terminology, giving 
the names of the different elements a more precise form. But does he also 
follow him in regarding the elements as stages in a chronological order? 
Or does he rather understand them as parallel ways, where the "practi- 
cal" and the “theoretical” aspects are kept together and are accorded a 
simultaneous importance, as we found, at least partly, to be the case 1n 
Gregory of Nyssa? From the conclusions which we have reached concern- 
ing Maximus' understanding of detachment and the relationship be- 
tween love and the virtues, as well as the position of love as a whole," we 
should be inclined to choose the latter alternative. In the scholarly 
discussion of this topic, however, different answers have been given. Thus 
Loosen regards the elements as “Stufen” іп a chronological sense,” while 
Dalmais and Sherwood emphasize the fact that vita practica and vita 
contemplativa always go together.? A more precise answer can in fact be 
found, only if we study Maximus' own presentation of each element as 
well as their relationship to one another. 


3 See Thal 25; CCSG 7, p. 161 and 55; p. 509; Gnost 1. 39; PG 90, 1097 C; Myst 4; PG 
91, 672 B; Amb 10; PG 91, 1149 B and 1168 A and 67; 1397 C. There are times, however, 
when Maximus also uses the Evagrian expression деоЛоуга, see Amb 71; PG 91, 1413 С. 

32 See Thal 40; CCSG 7, p. 269; Gnost 2. 96; PG 90, 1172 В; Amb 20; PG 91, 1241 C: 
32; 1285 A and 50; 1369 B. However, notice also the expression 8eoprruci) pvotaywyia for 
all forms of contemplation, see Thal 3; CCSG 7, p. 55 and 52; p. 419. 

3 See Amb 37; PG 91, 1293 B and 1296 B and D; 50; 1369 C and 67; 1401 D. 

4 See Amb 20; PG 91, 1240 В. 

35 See Char 2. 26; CSC, p. 102. 

% See Char 3. 44; CSC, p. 164; cf. Loosen, op. cit., p. 8 and n. 10, where he notices the 
two types of pure prayer. 

7 Cf. ch. V: B, 3-4; pp. 299-322 above. 


38 Cf. Loosen, op. cit., p. 7 ff. l 
3 Cf. DALMAIS, La doctrine ascétique, Irénikon 26 (1953), p. 24, where the difference in 


relation to Evagrius is underlined, and SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 87. At the ‘stage’ of деоЛлоуга 
a corresponding problem reappears (cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 89): Evagrian introspection 
or Areopagite “ecstasy”? Here Evagrius represents a static aspect, while in the first case he 
represents a ‘dynamic’ aspect. In both cases however it 15 man’s character of created unity 
which is at stake. We shall touch the second problem below in relation to our treatment of 


mystical union. 
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2. Vita practica as the first element in the three-fold system 


For Evagrius this stage implies first of all purification from the passions 
which tyrannize over the soul, and the establishment of the equilibrium 
of detachment in it.“ The beginning of the vita practica is faith and its 
end is love, which is at the same time the door to vocis, the beginning of 
which is “natural contemplation"." This first stage is thus strictly 
distinguished from урос, which includes the two later stages of 
spiritual development. The reason for this 15 that the threefold distinc- 
tion is based on a more fundamental dual distinction between practical 
and theoretical activities. The goal of the vita practica is thus to purify the 
mind from the passions, so that it may turn its attention to contempla- 
tion and to the divine realities.” | 

This, however, does not imply that only Ше passible parts of the soul 
are involved. Even in the vita practica man makes some use of his 
rational faculty. Thus he needs rational discernment in his fight against 
the passions,? and is already positively related to the very Лоуо of 
things, so that consequently his virtues should be combined with 
knowledge.“ In principle, however, the Evagrian position seems clear: 
the vita practica is a stage of preparation, which is intended to set the 
mind free for its higher activities.* 

In Maximus the preparatory character of this stage is also to some 
extent emphasized. As in Evagrius—but also as in the wider tradition to 
which he adheres—the vita practica is regarded as a prerequisite for true 
knowledge. For Maximus too it means primarily a conquest of the 
passions." It elevates man above them, just as in a similar sense true 
knowledge elevates him above all creatures.“ It implies a purification 


*? See e.g. Pract., Prol; PG 40, 1221 BC and Mirror for Monks 118; GRESSMANN, 
p. 163. 

* Pract. 1. 56; PG 40; 1233 C and ibid., Prol.; 1221 С. 

42 See Liber gnost. 151; FRANKENBERG, p. 553. 

43 See Cent. gnost. 5. 65; PO 28, p. 205. 

4 See Liber gnost. 104; FRANKENBERG, p. 547 and 132; p. 551. 

5 In an isolated passage, known only in Latin, Evagrius says that action and 
contemplation, virtue and gnosis should be strongly kept together, see PG 40, 1278 A. But 
the authenticity of this text may be doubted; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL, p. 338 f., n. 2. 

4 See e.g. Gnost 1. 20; PG 90, 1092 A; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 574, who compares 
this text with Gregory Nazianzen’s statement that прай is a ladder to Oewpia, see Or. 4, 
113; PG 35, 649 B-652 A and Or. 20, 12; 1080 B. Gregory regards the vita practica as of a 
lower spiritual stage than contemplation, but at the same time sees them as deeply 
interrelated. The similarity between Gregory and Maximus at this last point is emphasized 
in PLAGNIEUX, Saint Grégoire de Nazianze Théologien, p. 362. 

7 Thal 51; CCSG 7, р. 403. 

8 Ibid.; p. 407. 
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from passions which corresponds to the purification from false notions 
which is effected by contemplation.” 

But the vita practica in Maximus is never restricted to a fight against 
the passions, or to the establishment of an equilibrium in the soul.” It 
always implies an acquisition of positive virtues as well, virtues which 
actively express the two aspects of the commandment of Jove, and it is in 
this perspective that the multiform functions of the vita practica are 
regarded as an incarnation of Christ! This last fact seems thus to 
preclude any exclusively low estimation of the first stage.? However, the 
problem is more complicated than it seems and the question of 
Maximus’ relationship to Evagrius at this point is not to be solved simply 
by this affirmation. 

Even Evagrius describes the "practical virtues" as the "fleshes of 
Christ", which shows that he uses at least the symbolism of incarnation 
in this context.? Maximus, for his part, sometimes presents the idea of 
an incarnation in the virtues in such a way as to show that it can include a 
negative perspective. For it is Maximus’ conviction that human nature is 
purified—on the earthly level, as it were—through “practical philoso- 
phy”, while the mind is elevated towards God through contemplative 
understanding. He thus necessarily comes to the conclusion in Cent. 
gnost., that he who lives in the vita practica certainly receives an 
incarnation of the Logos in his virtues, but that in this incarnation the 
Logos is, as it were, kept in the flesh, while the “gnostic” through his 
contemplation of divine things allows him to return to his Father.” 
Taken in isolation from the rest of Maximus’ thinking, this view-point 
must be considered to be thoroughly Evagrian, and to show a rather 
negative evaluation of the vita practica as such*—particularly since it 
leads to an explicit warning against allowing the vita practica to continue 
too long, and in this way to become identified with legalism.” All these 
statements however need to be understood in a wider context of 


Maximian thinking. 


9 Thal 52; CCSG 7, p. 419; cf. 53; p. 435. 

50 Cf. ch. V: B, 3; pp. 304-309 above. 

51 Cf, ch. V: B, 4-5; pp. 309-330 above. 

ә Cf. however Loosen, Logos und Pneuma, р. 33, where the qualitative difference 
between the first and the second stages is clearly emphasized. 

53 Cf. pp. 325 and 334 above. 

4 See e.g. Thal 3; CCSG 7, р. 55. 

55 See Gnost 2. 47; PG 90, 1145 B and 2. 94; 1169 B. 

5$ Cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ?, p. 553 f., who says that Maximus' view here resembles the 
Evagrian position “auf bedenkliche Weise”, but stresses that it must be understood in the 
whole context of Maximus’ thinking. 

7 Gnost 2. 41-42; РС 90, 1144 BC. 
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This wider orientation could easily start from Maximus' conviction 
—which certainly we found to some extent even in Evagrius—that the 
vita practica includes a good use of the rational faculty. In Maximus this 
conviction is not limited, in the way in which it seems to be in Evagrius 
His very term "practical philosophy" indicates this fact, and in Chapter 
V we have already given examples to show that the virtues represent in 
Maximus’ opinion а good use of all three faculties of the human $00. 
On several occasions Maximus shows, in fact, that he regards the 
virtuous life of a Christian as a manifestation, not only of his victor 
over the passions and of the peace which reigns in the passible part of his 
soul, but also of his reasonable nature as such. The activities of the 
‘practical’ soul are related to the function of the reasonable element 
(Aoyos), while the ‘contemplative’ activity functions through the mind 
(vous). The former leads to prudence (gpovnars), the latter to wisdom 
(cogía). The range of practical reason is thus according to Maximus 
rather wide, including not only reason itself but also prudence “ргас- 
tice", virtue and faith, while Ше range of contemplative intelligence 
covers the fields of mind, wisdom, contemplation, knowledge and 
incorruptible knowledge. The end of the former is goodness and of the 
latter truth, and both these reveal God.” Thus vita practica and vita 
contemplativa are by necessity deeply interrelated and cannot be sepa- 
rated from each other, since both refer in the end to divine qualities, and 
both are related to the fact that man is a reasonable being. | 


IIpa@éis and Gewpia—separated and yet united by one common purpose of 
human life 


This idea of a deep and far-reaching relatedness between the "practical" 
and "theoretical" functions of Christian life is, in fact, predominant in 
Maximus' writings. And it is related to the whole process of Christian 
perfection, precisely because it is based both on the view of man as a 
created unity, and on the conviction tbat there is a correspondence 
between man's natural virtues and the qualities of God. Maximus thus 
affirms the "syzygy" (i.e. the synthesis without change or violation) of 
mind and reason, and consequently of wisdom and prudence, contem- 
plation and "practice", knowledge and virtue, incorruptible knowledge 
and faith, in that he relates them all to that pair of divine qualities which 


are Truth and Соойпеѕѕ. And this parallelism between truth and 


8 Cf. ch. V: В, 4; pp. 315-317 above. 
9 See Myst 5; PG 91, 673 C. 
$9 Ibid.; 676 A. 
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goodness in man is linked not only with the interrelated activities of vita 
practica and vita contemplativa, but also with man as created according 
to both the image and the likeness of God, for the image of God in man is 
linked with the mind and is often related to God as Truth, and the 
likeness of God in man, which is developed by him in free acceptance of 
the will of God, is linked with the freedom of his reasonable nature and is 
related to God as Goodness.*! 

Thus the problem of ‘higher’ and ‘lower’ proves in the end to be 
irrelevant here. Again the principle of differentiation works well together 
with the principle of unity. The vita practica and the vita contemplativa 
are indeed kept apart, and yet deeply and indissolubly united, and this 
fact leads to a rather high estimate of the value of the former, and 
excludes the idea that it is merely a stage of preparation. 

This principle of Maximus is perhaps nowhere so well illustrated as in 
his interpretation of Luke 22: 8-12 in Thal 3. The text describes how 
Jesus sent Peter and John to prepare for the Last Supper, telling them 
that they were to meet a man carrying a pitcher of water, and should 
follow him into the house where they should ask the steward to show 
them a room for the meal. Maximus interprets this text in a very 
characteristic way. He says that Peter symbolizes the vita practica and 
John contemplation.? The man who carries the water is interpreted as 
those who carry the grace of God according to “practical philosophy" in 
the arms of their virtues.“ The house is the habitus of true piety 
(ebaéBeua), to which “the practical mind" thus comes with its virtues. 
The steward is the ‘theoretical’ mind which, having this virtue as its own 
by nature, is illuminated by the divine light of mystical knowledge.” The 
paschal lamb, finally, which is to be brought into this house and is to feed 
those who have gathered in it, is the Logos.9 

Here we notice clearly that the two kinds of function go together, 
though the contemplative function is the higher, since it concerns the 
divine light of mystical knowledge, while the "practical mind" carries the 
virtues which are natural to man. It is further the mind—here depicted 
as the spiritual subject of man— which is said to be active in both cases, 
and it is clearly stated that it is only as far as it possesses its natural virtue 
that it is illuminated. We can also notice that the fact that the virtues are 


я See ThPol 1; PG 91, 12 A; cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 98. Cf. however also ch. Ш: A, 
4, "Additional note", p. 129 ff. above, where we noticed a number of variations on a similar 
theme: human reflections of the Holy Trinity. 

в Thal 3; CCSG 7, p. 55. Cf. BLOWERS, op.cit., p. 134 f. and p. 174, n. 173. 

$ Loc. cit. 

€ Ibid.; р. 57. 

$5 Ibid.; p. 59. 
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regarded as natural, does not exclude a stress on the function of divine 
grace in relation to them. Finally, the presence of the Logos—to be 
consumed —is granted only in a house which has thus been prepared by 
both. Consequently, Maximus concludes that the one who carries the 
pitcher and the steward of the house are both two different persons and 
also one and the same. As практиков and угоотиков they are separate 
but in view of their common nature they аге опе.“ Thus the functions of 
both vita practica and vita contemplativa are rooted in human nature 
and both are rewarded with the presence of the Logos. 

This dual element could also be illustrated from a number of other 
texts, which all have in common the fact that they stress the mutual 
relationship between practice and contemplation, virtue and knowledge. 
Dalmais has called attention to three such passages.” In the first of them 
Maximus emphasizes that he who seeks the Lord through contemplation, 
seeks him “іп the fear of the Lord”, which is to say that he seeks him in 
practising the commandments. Otherwise he will not find Him.® And in 
the third text he demonstrates how прайв and contemplation ought 
always to be united.” It is in the second passage, however, that Maximus 
gives the most explicit formulation of the interrelation of the two 
functions. There he says that in a true Christian life the vita practica 
should be made into a contemplation in action, and contemplation 
into mystagogical practice, and thus that virtue should be the revela- 
tion of уроо, and уроо be the power which maintains virtue.” 
The aspects of knowledge and virtuous activity are thus according 
to Maximus intimately connected in the life of a Christian." This con- 
nection not only implies that they are both important, and that one 
cannot be isolated from the other, or substituted for the other. It also 
implies that they support each other in their own functions, and 
thus condition the perfection of each other, though this perfection— 
as in the Alexandrian tradition—is considered to start on the basis 
of faith with the vita practica, and to continue through contempla- 
tion which is related to the wisdom of God and which leads us into a 
mae with Him, which is beyond all knowledge and all merely human 
effort. | 

It is in full harmony with this view that Maximus underlines the 


reciprocity of vita practica and contemplation, of virtue and knowledge, 


6 Ibid; p. 57. 

67 Cf. DALMAIS, art. cit., p. 24 f. 
в Thal 48; CCSG 7, p. 339. 

6 Amb 10; PG 91, 1108 АВ. 

” Thal 63; CCSG 22, p. 171. 
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with regard to its bad effects as well as to its good. The attacks of the evil 
powers are directed against both,” and when the mind is stained for 
some reason, this fact effects both practice and contemplation.” Thus 
victory and wisdom, virtue and knowledge, and goodness and truth are 
interrelated in the same way as practice and contemplation.^^ It is true 
that particularly in Cent. gnost. Maximus affirms a difference between 
them, in a way which is very similar to that of Evagrius. We have already 
seen examples of this affirmation, and we may here add another one, 
which is also basically Evagrian: the man of vita practica glorifies God in 
his virtues, but he who has reached the state of detachment and lives in 
contemplation, is himself glorified by God's grace.” But this differentiat- 
ing idea— which has its root in Philo and was developed by Origen 
before being taken over by Evagrius'5— does not exclude the intimate 
relationship between the two functions which Maximus affirms else- 
where, since Maximus speaks of a mutual glorification of God and man, 
and thus in his own way modifies the tradition which he has received 
from Origen and Evagrius.”’ 

To Maximus it is obviously the interplay between the two aspects 
which is of a particular importance, since the grace of God is in his 
opinion necessary even for “natural contemplation””*—and most im- 
portant, also for a life of virtue.” The ‘synergistic’ aspect predominates 
in his view of the whole of Christian perfection over the Evagrian interest 
in sharp categories of differentiation. Maximus is therefore prepared to 
call the relationship between virtue and knowledge one of “identity 
(ravrórns)—a term which denotes an intimate unity without violation of 
its parts, a ‘synthetic’ unity.” | M 

Thus however strong Maximus' expressions of a differentiation 
between the stages of vita practica and vita contemplativa are in a piece of 
writing such as Cent. gnost., in the end they only confirm the fact that the 
general Maximian principle of differentiation and unity as mutually 
dependent, is also applicable to the relationship between the different 
‘stages’ of Christian life. And this gives the vita practica a far more 


? Thal 50; CCSG 7, р. 387. 

73 See Thal 52; CCSG 7, p. 423 ff. 

^ See Thal 54; CCSG 7, p. 447. E 

5 See Gnost 2. 72; PG 90, 1157 A; cf. the same idea of detached yrwors as a reward for 
the efforts of a virtuous life, in 1. 17; 1089 AB. 

76 Cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 517. 

п Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 569. 

в Cf. op. cit., p. 517. 

79 Cf. Loosen, ор. cit., p. 22 with n. 20. 

80 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 231 and ch. I: А; p. 36 above. 
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important róle in Maximus' thinking than it ever had in Evagrius. As the 
first element in the three-fold system it is decisive also for the rest of 
them. 


3. The second element—contemplation of the nature of things 


Man's capacity for contemplation plays an important róle in all early 
Christian theology, though the dangers and difficulties of some forms of 
contemplation are not ignored. The importance attributed to contempla- 
tion (@ewpia) is primarily of a Platonic inspiration. Plato saw the world of 
ideas as the object of contemplation and Ше vous as its human organ.?! 
Exclusively related to that which is intelligible, to him it implied a union 
between the soul and the idea," giving the ultimate explanation of the 
world® and a view of Being." In later Platonism this understanding was 
converted into a slightly less intellectual concept, with a greater stress on 
purification as a necessary preparation, and on its own particular 
character as supreme "'vision".? In Philo and a number of Christian 
writers both these views seem to be represented. The second element in 
our three-fold system of spiritual perfection, however, with which we are 
dealing here, only concerns the lower part of contemplation, that is to say 
that kind of contemplation which is related to the created world, 
contemplated in its Лоуо, and which is thus usually called “natural 
contemplation” (дєоріа фосік?).%6 
The idea of “natural contemplation” in this sense, i.e. a (lower) 
contemplation of the very nature of things through their Aoyou, goes back 
among Christian thinkers to Clement of Alexandria, who uses the 
expression 0ecpíoa qvouw." It was further developed by Origen, who 
в Cf. ARNOU, art. La Contemplation chez les anciens philosophes du monde gréco- 
romain, DSp 2, col. 1721. 
8 Cf, FESTUGIERE, Contemplation et vie contemplative selon Platon, pp. 85 and 89 ff. 
8 Cf. FESTUGIERE, op. cit., p. 93 ff. 
^ Ibid. p. 88. 
8 This type of understanding is most elaborated in Plotinus, cf. ARNOU, arf. cit., coll. 
1728-31. 
3$ It should be noted here that Evagrius draws a distinction not only between vita 
practica on the one hand and all forms of contemplation on the other, but also between a 
higher and a lower form of contemplation, the first type being concerned with the Holy 
Trinity and the second (which is itself further differentiated) identical with деорба: qva; 
see Cent. gnost. 3. 41; PO 28, p. 115 and Ep. 58; FRANKENBERG, p. 607; cf. Cent. gnost. 2. 16; 
PO 28, p. 67. 
87 See Strom. 1.1; GCS Clem. 2, р. 11, 16 f. and 2.2; p. 115, 13; cf. VOLKER, Der wahre 
Gnostiker, pp. 316-320.--М155 Hilda GRAEr, Oxford, kindly provided me with valuable 


references related to the concept of деорга from her notes for the Oxford Patristic Greek 
Lexicon. See now Е. L. Cross, A Patristic Greek Lexicon, p. 648 f. 
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uses the terms vou), дєоріа TOV оттоду and котатбпотв Tv готтот as 
equivalents, and still more by Gregory of Nyssa, for whom the reality 
which in later writers like Evagrius and Maximus is expressed by the 
term дєоріа фисікў is a most important element in Christian life, though 
he himself does not use the actual expression.” 

Gregory speaks about a деорга тоу Ovrov in general, i.e. a contempla- 
tion of the world from above,” and a деорга TOv уоттор, ie. a 
contemplation of the intelligible world in a Platonic sense which takes 
place when man through purification accepts the "night of the senses" ?! 
Starting from the nature around us and arriving at a higher knowledge of 
divine things, it depends all the time on the Holy Spirit." This contem- 
plation and the knowledge to which it leads are ‘natural’, since they are 
concerned with the real nature of things, and are at the same time a part 
of 6coAo*yía since this nature points to the divine purpose for the things.” 
Contemplation even leads to a knowledge of God himself, though it 1s 
inferior to the mystical experience of the third stage.” It is against this 
background that Evagrius’ reflections on contemplation in general and 
“natural contemplation” in particular are also to be understood.” 


The concept of contemplation in Evagrius 


Evagrius distinguishes not only between a lower and a higher type 
of contemplation (the latter of the Holy Trinity); within the former he 


вв See Comm. in Cant. cant., Prol.; GCS Orig. 8, p. 75, 8; Contr. Cels. 3. 56; 1, p. 251, 14 
and Comm. in Io. 10, 40; 4, p. 218, 8. Cf. the more general term yv@ous ти 0vrov, Comm. 
in Matth. 12, 15; 10, p. 104, 29 f. On the expression 7 Tv дутот Өєоріа, cf. VOLKER, Das 
Vollkommenheitsideal des Origenes (BHTh 7), Tübingen 1931, p. 93. 

9 Cf. VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, р. 147. 

ю Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 149. 

3! See e.g. De vit. Moys. 2. 154-157; DANIÉLOU, p. 78 f. Cf. DANIÉLou, Platonisme et 
théologie mystique, p. 135. 

2 Cf. VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 175 ff. 

33 Cf. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., pp. 136 and 149. 

94 The Gewpia of the second ‘stage’ is contrary both to the senses and to the world of the 
divine nature itself, see In Cant. cant., hom. 6; JAEGER, 6, p. 177 f.; cf. ARNOU, art. cit., col. 
1773 f. 

35 It should be noted here that a speculation similar to that of Gregory of Nyssa is also 
found in the other Cappadocian Fathers, though in a far more restricted form. Thus 
Gregory Nazianzen differentiates between vita practica including purification and a деорга 
which leads in the end to деоЛоуба (see e.g. Or. 39, 8; PG 36, 344 A and Carm. 1. 2, 33; PG 
37, 928; cf. PLAGNIEUX, op. cit., pp. 108 ff. and 289), and Basil likewise probably reckons 
with a contemplative function exerted on the basis of an active life of purification (cf. 
Ps.-Basil [?], Const. asc. 2, 2; PG 31, 1341 A and 1, 1; 1328 B), though the form of natural 
contemplation which he develops on Scriptural grounds in his commentary on the divine 
act of creation, deals first of all with the richness and manifoldness of the visible world to 
the glory of God the Creator and marvels at its beauty (cf. Тн. ЅрІрик, Sophiologie de Saint 
Basile, p. 225 f£). 
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also differentiates between four degrees or forms of it. Together they 
form the well-known Evagrian concept of the five двора or five 
types of knowledge. Of these types of contemplation however two 
are concerned with the history of the world (linked directly with 
the Origenist myth of creation and fall), i.e. those which are related 
to God's providence and judgment,? and only two of them can 
normally be called “natural contemplation” in a more strict sense. 
These two are distinguished in that one is related to visible and cor- 
poreal beings and one to invisible and incorporeal beings,” and the 
gnostic is supposed to climb from the lower to the higher of these 
forms. 

Thus Evagrius makes clear that there is a scale of contemplations, and 
that the mind has to advance from the lower to the higher. During this 
process it becomes itself more and more purified and in the end leaves 
behind all its bodily and sensual connections, not only its imaginations 
but also its concepts and notions. Men and other rational beings should 
indeed feed on contemplation of the sensible world,” but the mind 
should continue its ascent further through the different forms of contem- 
plation. 

The stage of деорга in general occupies a middle position between 
vita practica and 6eoAoyia, but includes itself a considerable develop- 
ment from lower to higher. Material knowledge may become immaterial, 
Evagrius affirms.? Consequently, the mind has to advance from contem- 
plation of corporeal or sensible beings, in which it 15 still assisted by the 
body and which is multiform, to contemplation of incorporeal beings, 
which is of a material character but requires a naked mind—in order 
that it may finally arrive at a knowledge of the Holy Trinity, which not 
only requires a naked mind but is also immaterial.'? Only this highest 
form of knowledge, however, is quite undifferentiated. Therefore, though 
the contemplation of intelligible beings 15 higher than that of corporeal 


% Cf. ch. II, 3; pp. 66-72 above. 

97 See e.g. Cent. gnost. 1. 27; PO 28, p. 29; Mirror for Monks 135—136; GRESSMANN, р. 
165 and Ep. 7; FRANKENBERG, p. 571; cf. Cent. gnost. 1. 75; PO 28, p. 53 and Mirror for 
Monks 110; GRESSMANN, p. 162. Cf., however, also Cent. gnost. 1. 70; BNJ 5 (1926/27), p. 
413, where Evagrius draws a three-fold distinction between a contemplation of intelligible 
and incorporeal beings and of aeons.— The idea of five деорга is found even in Sel. in 
Psalm., attributed to Origen, and was for this reason supposed by Bousset to be an 
expression of Origen's influence оп Evagrius (see BousseT, Apophthegmata, p. 311 Е; cf. 
also ViLLER, RAM 11, 1930, p. 244, n. 130), but von BALTHASAR, ZkTh 63 (1939) proved 
later these passages to be by Evagrius himself. 

% See Cent. gnost. 2. 88; PO 28, p. 95. 

9 Cent. gnost. 2. 63; PO 28, p. 85. 

00 See Cent. gnost. 3. 19 and 21; PO 28, p. 105. 
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nature," both of which take place in the second stage of spiritual 
development, even the former is lower than the supreme knowledge of 
the third stage, since both are still manifold.'? АП forms of human 
contemplation are in fact differentiated, though supernatural things are 
not differentiated like Ше contemplation of them. '® 

This process of ascent implies to Evagrius—who sees it in the 
perspective of his Origenist understanding of creation and fall—a return 
of the mind to its original state of being. Therefore, the supreme 
knowledge of the Holy Trinity is not called the last or the ultimate, but 
the first type of knowledge, while “natural contemplation” is the second 
form—or the third form, in as far as it concerns corporeal beings.'* The 
‘snostic’ thus passes from “Ше second contemplation” to “the first 
contemplation”, in order to arrive at a knowledge of the Godhead.'® 
Consequently, the order of the different stages of spiritual development 
in the life of a Christian is clearly marked as the reverse of the order of 
man’s original fall and degradation." Stripped of all sensual impulses, 
the mind returns stage by stage to its original existence. And for this 
reason, it is also quite clear that it is a real assimilation of the mind which 
gradually takes place. 

Contemplation of corporeal and incorporeal beings is, in Evagrius' 
interpretation, “the Book of God", in which the mind is inscribed 
through its knowledge.’ This statement need not necessarily be inter- 
preted with a view to the Origenist myth, but when taken together with 
other statements of a similar kind, it would seem to suggest that in the 
end the Evagrian concept of contemplation can in itself hardly be 
distinguished from the context of Origenist thinking—and in this sense 
it has been widely influential. The mind, which is divine, returns 
through the process of contemplation to its home, origin and original 
function, and thereby the circular movement from fall and second 


101 See e.g. Cent. gnost. 1. 74; PO 28, р. 53. 

ю De orat. 57. PG 79, 1180 A. 

103 See Cap. cognosc. in Par. Gr. 913; Mus 44 (1931), p. 375 f., no. 18. 

04 See Cent. gnost. 1. 27; PO 28, p. 29; 1. 74; p. 53 and 3. 19 and 21; p. 105; cf. 
LEMaÍTRE, Contemplation. Theoria physike, DSp 2, col. 1824 f. 

105 See Cent. gnost. 3. 61; PO 28, p. 123. 

106 See e.g, Cent. gnost. 2. 4; PO 28, p. 63. Notice in this context also Evagrius' 
statement that light bodies are before heavy bodies (Cent. gnost. 2. 72; PO 28, p. 89). 

10? Sel. in Ps. 138. 16; PG 12, 1661 С. 

108 The term 1204, which is frequently found in Syriac mystical literature as a 
technical term for mystical seeing, seems thus to have been borrowed from Evagrius, as we 
are reminded in G. WIDENGREN, Researches in Syrian mysticism. Mystical experiences and 
spiritual exercises, Numen 8 (1961), p. 172 ff., where the author also gives many examples 
from Syrian writers of a later time of the Origenist idea of a complete assimilation of the 
mind into its object (see p. 191 ff.). 
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creation and through purification to perfect knowledge of the divine 
unity is completed.!?? Па 


Maximus and the Evagrian understanding of contemplation 


Maximus’ understanding of this second “stage” of spiritual development 
is certainly influenced by Evagrius' presentation of man's contemplative 
capacities, not only in the terminological field but also with regard to the 
definitions and descriptions themselves. But how deep is this influence? 
Since we have found that Evagrius' concept of contemplation is closely 
linked with his Origenist standpoint, we should expect that after all it is 
limited; unless we assume that here is a point where Maximus, in fact, 
went through an Origenist crisis of the kind which von Balthasar at one 
time suggested. '!? 

The points of similarity between Evagrius and Maximus are obvious. 
Viller emphasized strongly the almost identical expressions and ways of 
thinking which he noticed in this field, and he particularly underlined the 
fact that Maximus shares the Evagrian concept of the five contemplations 
(though he thought of the latter as originated by Origen).!!! This point of 
dependence is indeed striking, and not less so since we now know that 
this concept is of Evagrian origin. In Cent. de char. it is presupposed in 
several instances and in 1.78 it is explicitly stated. A comparison between 
that passage and Evagrius’ Cent. gnost. 1.27 leaves no doubt about the 
dependence of the one on the other.!? So far we are thus still at the 
position of Viller, who could see no differences at all between the two 
writers. But from there we must go further, and we can do so precisely at 
this text where the dependence is least debatable, since there are 
differences even here. 

A closer comparison between Char 1.78 and Evagrius’ Cent. gnost. 1. 
27 shows that there are at least three differences which seem to be of 
interest in our context. First of all, Evagrius speaks of five *knowledges", 
but Maximus of five боуцата. This change might imply an escape from 

109 Cf. LEMAÍTRE, art. cit., col. 1824 f. 

! Cf. our Introduction above, р. 11.— It should be noted in this context that as far as 
the dewpia фуоъкп is concerned, Maximus is less than usually subject to a balancing 
influence from Ps.-Denis, since the term @ewpia in the writings of the Areopagite usually 
concerns either sacraments and rites or biblical symbolism, but does not refer to "natural 
contemplation” in the Evagrian sense. His general understanding of the objects of Gewpia as 
symbols (see below) is, however, of Dionysian inspiration. On Ps.-Denis' use of the term 
Gewpia cf. J. LEMAITRE—R. RoQUES—M. Ушев, Contemplation chez les Grecs, 1. Étude 
de vocabulaire, DSp 2, col. 1785. 

Ш VILLER, Aux sources de la spiritualité de Saint Maxime, RAM 11 (1930), p. 243 ff. 


12 See Char 1. 78; CSC, p. 80 and Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 1. 27; PO 28, p. 29; cf. VILLER, 
art. cit., p. 244. 
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the idea that human contemplation lies altogether in the field of 
ontological relationships. Secondly, there is an inversion of order be- 
tween those contemplations which Evagrius calls the second and the 
third. Evagrius mentions incorporeal beings before corporeal beings—1in 
accordance with his idea of a pre-existent fall — while Maximus speaks of 
“visible and invisible beings". It seems at least likely that Maximus made 
this change of order because he wanted to avoid the Evagrian connec- 
tions with the Origenist myth. Thirdly, a corresponding change of order 
is found in relation to the fourth and fifth contemplations in the Evagrian 
system, i.e. between those related to judgment and providence. At this 
point we know that the Evagrian order is directly linked with an 
Origenist view of judgment as referring to the second creation, and 
providence to the restitution of an original spiritual unity; this is a view 
which Maximus explicitly rejects in other texts.!? Thus all these differ- 
ences point towards the conclusion that the influence of Evagrius has 
been considerably modified—at exactly those points where Evagrius 
assertion of the five contemplations is undistinguishable from his 
Origenism. It is only where this connection is not immediately in 
evidence that Maximus preserves the Evagrian teaching. | 

This is particularly true in Ше case of "natural contemplation” in a 
stricter sense. Here also Maximus prefers in fact to work with triads.'" 
Thus he sometimes mentions only one type of contemplation, that of 
created beings, and in order to form a triad combines this with 
purification as its preparation and knowledge of the Trinity as its 
finality.!5 Or else he leaves out the aspects of providence and judgment 
—which present him with peculiar problems—and forms a triad which 
includes two kinds of “natural contemplations", i.e. contemplation of 
visible creation and knowledge of invisible creation, to which is added 
the highest form of knowledge, that of the Holy Trinity." In both these 
cases the elements of spiritual development are clearly presented as 
successive stages. 

This fact, however, does not imply that all Christians have to pass 
through the same stages. There is in Maximus’ opinion a deification 
which takes place through love also on the pure basis of the vita 


!3 СЕ. ch. II, 3; pp. 66-72 above. ; 

н Cf., however, a five-fold scheme of natural contemplations, different from the 
Evagrian concept, though related to it, in Amb 10; PG 91, 1133 A-1137 C (cf. reference to 
it in Amb 67; PG 91, 1397 C): of substance, motion, difference, mixture and position. On 
the interpretation of this text and the refutation of Evagrian Origenism which it contains, 
cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 36 f. and 144 ff. 

H5 See e.g. Char 1. 86; CSC, p. 82; cf. Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 1. 74; PO 28, р. 53. 

16 See Char. 1. 94; CSC, p. 86; cf. 1. 97; loc. cit. 
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practica." Ep 2, which since it is written to a layman hardly ever deals 
with “natural contemplation”, but which contains many statements both 
about deification and union with God, proves this position, as also does 
Liber asceticus. Only that kind of contemplation which is pure prayer is 
necessary for both the “gnostic” and the проктикдв.! But “pure prayer" 
is one of the terms by which Maximus denotes the third element in this 
three-fold system of spiritual development.'? Thus there seems, in fact, 
to be a way of two stages for the man of Ше world and of three stages for 
contemplative monks, for the former, as well as some non-contemplative 
monks, may arrive at pure prayer and union with God without contem- 
plation, while the ‘gnostic’ cannot do away with the vita practica, since 
this 1s a necessary preparation for his contemplation. 

This division between two types of ways to perfection is probably 
made possible by two factors: on the one hand by Maximus' stress on the 
part played by the rational functions within the vita practica, and by his 
conviction that the keeping of the commandments involves a communi- 
cation with the Logos through the Лоуо: of these commandments, and 
the incarnation of Christ in the virtues, on the one hand, and on the other 
by his very sharp distinction between contemplation in general and the 
stage of деоЛоуга.!?0 At these points however, Maximus is rather far from 
Evagrius. Evagrius would hardly accept a union with God without 
natural contemplation, since his main stress lies on this point of 
contemplation, for which the vita practica is merely a preparation and of 
which union with God is a natural outcome. Consequently, Maximus 
disagrees with Evagrius with regard to the evaluation of the vita practica 
in connection with the life of contemplation, and yet is free to agree with 
him in his description of “natural contemplation", provided that the 
latter 15 a limited experience. 


The purpose and function of “natural contemplation” 


What then for Maximus is the purpose of "natural contemplation” and 
how does it work? First of all, it is given as a gift of grace to fallen man, 
and is inseparable from Scriptural interpretation. In fact, contemplation 
of the meaning of Scripture is, in the whole tradition to which Maximus 


117 Cf. ch. V: B, 5; pp. 325-329 above. 

18 Cf. also SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 87 f., who emphasizes this fact very strongly. 

19 Cf. LoosEN, Logos und Pneuma, p. 8. 

120 On this last distinction, see further below. Cf. SHeRwoop, in ACW, p. 88 ff., who 
underlines this distinction with great emphasis. Loosen, op cit., p. 8 with n. 10, seems here 
to think of a more general chronological order, and consequently he regards the two types of 
pure prayer (see at this point Char 2.6; CSC, p. 92) as belonging to two quite different stages 
of perfection. 
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adheres, a part of “natural contemplation".?! Thus Maximus maintains 
that there is a parallel between the contemplation of things and of the 
Law and the Prophets on the one hand, and between the higher 
contemplation of the Logos which holds all the Лоуог together and the 
Gospel on the other.'? Likewise he makes clear that the whole process of 
contemplation takes place in the Spirit.!? Secondly, it is equally obvious 
that “natural contemplation” aims at a knowledge of God as Cause of all 
that exists, but—and this is important-—no more than that.'” 

But how does the mind function in contemplation, and how does 
Maximus conceive of this process? Maximus obviously elaborates his 
ideas about “natural contemplation” on the basis of a concept of a 
hierarchy of being, which is probably inspired by the hierarchies of the 
Areopagite. Thus he teaches that in its lower form, the contemplation of 
visible things, it may consist not only of an examination of the natural 
Абуог of these things, but also of those which are “signified” by them, or 
even of their cause itself. And when he goes on to contemplation of 
invisible things, i.e. the angels, he says that it seeks not only their natural 
Аёуог and the cause of their existence, but also reflects on that which is 
related to them, and that providence and judgment which concerns 
them. These statements seem to imply that it is the task of “natural 
contemplation", not only to see the Aóyo of created beings both in their 
differentiation according to natures—as indications of the purpose of 
God for each nature—and in their relationship to their common Cause 
the Logos, who keeps them together, but also to see them in their 
symbolical relationship, a hierarchical relationship of a prophetic char- 
acter which points in the direction of the attributes of God and is closely 
linked with His providence and judgment."* 

But since there is a question here of the Maximian understanding of 
providence and judgment, which is different from Evagrius' Origenist 
view which mingles moral and ontological viewpoints together," an 
indirect criticism of Evagrius is probably also to be found here. This 
criticism seems to be indicated by Maximus himself, when he applies the 
categories of providence and judgment to the contemplation of invisible 

21 Cf. Lemaitre, art. Contemplation ou “Science véritable", DSp 2, coll. 1801- 
1872. On knowledge as grace in Evagrius and his predecessors, cf. VON BALTHASAR, KL, 


p. 516 f. 
2 See Myst 23; PG 91, 697 D-700 B. 
123 Cf. Loosen, ор. cit., p. 94 with references. 
124 See Amb 20; PG 91, 1241 С. 
23 Char 1. 98-99; CSC, p. 88. 
26 Cf. ch. П, 3; рр. 66-72 above. 
27 Cf. SHERWOOD, іп ACW, р. 39. 
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beings,"* for we ought to recall that contemplation of providence and 
Judgment are the two lower forms of “natural contemplation” in 
Evagrius’ system, while here they are referred to the highest form, the 
contemplation of the angels. Maximus’ concept of the hierarchy of 
created being seems thus to imply at all levels a divinely willed 
differentiation and unity in proper balance in a way which is foreign to 
Evagrius. 

Thus, according to Maximus, it is through this very differentiation 
that the mind works its way to a unified knowledge of the divine Cause. 
Integrated with the mind which devotes itself to “natural contemplation 
in the Spirit" is a sensibility which helps it to investigate the nature of 
sensible things and their more divine Лоуо. Maximus also underlines 
that it is the Logos Creator who is revealed through this kind of 
contemplation, though the head of the Logos is the divine Novs to whom 
the Logos finally brings the mind through its contemplation of beings 
(деорга rov Хутор), by supplying it with the intelligible representations 
of divine things.'” Thus through its contemplation of the principles of 
created things (oi Aoyou тоу yeyovórwv), and through the simple ideas to 
which these principles lead, the mind advances to a simple knowledge 
(уус) which is according to the primal Logos—in order, however, 
later to be united with God above all notion.'? The aim of contemplation 
is indeed to arrive at a knowledge, which is neither formed by sensibility, 
nor contains a notion which needs a pronounced word to be understood, 
as Maximus says with reference to the experience of Adam, who lived 
naked in the simplicity of knowledge before he fell from this state of 
blessed existence.?! But this position of Maximus does not imply any 
contempt for the sensible world as such. In the highest state of com- 
munion with God man is not indifferent to that world but sees it as God 
sees it. 

Maximus therefore seeks to keep the different aspects together. It is 
true that he agrees with Evagrius that the ‘gnostic’ should leave behind 
not only "concupiscent thoughts of things", but also Ше contemplation 
of visible things in general.!? But this does not necessarily mean what it 

128 See Char 1.99; CSC, p. 88. 

19 Thal 25; CCSG 7, р. 161. In this way the Logos is revealed as ктісттс, months and 
техиттв through contemplation of creation, see Amb 10; PG 91, 1128 C; cf. Loosen, op. 
cit., pp. 45 and 75. To this whole problem of Maximus’ understanding of the “natural” 
contemplation of the Aóyo:, cf. also above all DArMais, La théorie des “Logoi”, КРТ 36 
(1952), pp. 244-249. 

30 See Thal, Prol., CCSG 7, p. 27. 


31 See Amb 45; PG 91, 1356 B. 
32 See Char 1.94; CSC, p. 86. 
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means to Evagrius. In fact, there are instances to show a considerable 
difference. One is the understanding of both virtue and knowledge as 
part of a communion with the incarnate Christ. Already Evagrius calls the 
virtues “fleshes of Christ", and “natural contemplation” “blood of 
Christ”, and finally knowledge of God the “breast”, i.e. the heart, of 
Christ.!23 Now Maximus follows him in this tradition, but, as it seems, 
with some significant changes. To him also the virtue is the flesh of 
Christ, but the blood of Christ is “knowledge” without further specifica- 
tion, and finally деоЛоуга is called “the bones of Christ”, which keep all 
together. Already here the differences are interesting. By choosing the 
word уифотв instead of Evagrius' expression dewpia TOV 'yeyovóTov, and 
the word @eoAoyia where Evagrius speaks of knowledge of God, 
Maximus obviously emphasizes the relativity of all human knowledge 
and the non-rational character of the last stage. By choosing the 
expression “the bones of Christ" he further refers more clearly than 
Evagrius to the whole of Christ and gives his symbolism a less spiritualis- 
tic tone. 

But even more interesting are the reasons which he indicates for using 
this eucharistic symbolism. He thus says that the flesh of the Logos is the 
Лоуо: of sensible things, and the blood of the Logos the Лоуо: of 
intelligible things, while the bones are the Aóyo: of the Deity, which аге 
above any notion.? By these explanations Maximus establishes a 
relationship between virtue and lower contemplation as both related to 
the divine rationality of things, and by referring both virtue and 
knowledge in this way to degrees of Aoyou, he clearly makes the vita 
practica and the vita contemplativa into parallel phenomena, particularly 
since he relates them to a “theology” which is above both, and yet is said 
to keep all together. Thus our earlier impressions are confirmed: his 
high evaluation of a flight through contemplation away from all ‘lower’ 
connections with the sensible world, does not at all exclude a positive 
evaluation of the sensible world itself, or of the vita practica as the right 
way to live in accordance with the principles of that world. 


A perpetual death and resurrection with Christ 


Another instance which is of a similar character and is equally interesting 
is connected with the idea of a suffering of Christ and a death with Christ 
in man’s spiritual endeavour. Here we recall that Maximus is in line with 


33 See Mirror for Monks 118—120; GRESSMANN, p. 163. 

14 See Thal 35; CCSG 7, p. 239. Cf. Bowers, op. cit., p. 75 Ё, n. 44. 
s Боб, си: 

36 [bid.; p. 241. 
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Evagrius, when he emphasizes that the purification or the vita practica 
implies a death, and progress through contemplation a СЕСЕ ИА with 
Christ," or states that the Christian who remains in the vita practi 
prevents Christ's ascension to his Father.'** But for this reason it is all TE 
more important to point out that he also regards the vita contemplativa in 
its different forms and stages as a crucifixion of Christ and with Christ 
for here he is not in full accordance with Evagrius.'? Thus Не c 
in Amb 47 how such a crucifixion with Christ takes place through the 
и of man spiritual development. The ‘gnostic’ is not above this 
pies Wr On the contrary, he experiences his own particular 
Thus we learn that there are three kinds of spiritual crucifixion.'! The 
first of these takes place in "practical philosophy" through detachment 
which implies a death to the temptations of the sensible world. This is a 
participation in, or imitation of, the crucifixion of the flesh of Christ and 
through it the Christian advances to “natural contemplation”, i.e to the 
soul of Christ. The second kind of crucifixion takes place within this 
natural contemplation” through an eventual abandonment of the 
mind’s symbolical contemplation concerning things. This corresponds to 
the crucifixion of the soul of Christ, and through it man advances to the 
uniform and simple “‘mystagogia”’ of theological understanding, that is to 
say from the soul to the mind of Christ. The third crucifixion goes even 
further than that, and takes place through the final denial of all explicit 
qualities of God in relation to what He is in Himself. This implies what 
we might call the crucifixion of the mind of Christ, and through it the 
Christian advances, as it were, from the mind of Christ to his ver 
divinity. Thus Maximus balances the more or less Evagrian idea of А 
continuing resurrection with Christ with the corresponding idea of a 
crucifixion, which does not stop short even of the last stage of spiritual 
development. By doing so, he excludes the Evagrian idea of a simple 


37 See e.g. Gnost 2.95; PG 90, 1169 CD; QuD 
95; ; : ub 142; CCSG 10, p. 101 and : 
PG 3l, 1364 A; cf. Evagrius, Cent. gnost. 4. 89, PO 28, p. 175 and 5. 35; p. 191 id 
а zi pius 2. и PG 90, 1145 BC; cf. von BALTHasar, KL?, p. 553 | 
е difference between Evagrius and Maximus at this point is mainly one of 
са (ог this reason it seems very subtle. Cf. von IVÁNKA, Der Pistes ЕЕЕ Ertrag OBG 
7 (1958), p. 31, where Maximus’ expressions in this particular context are understood as 
ра Ubernahme euagrianischen Denkens" (!). 

n Evagrius a ‘spiritualistic’ understanding at this point is obvious. It | 
траен: e noted that he nevertheless regards “‘natural contem lady as "the ue o 
n. T А iU Lua Та 2. 5; РО 28, p. 63) and as a last piece of clothing (ibid. 3. 8; РО 
ри ough this expresses a position which is not at all identical with that of 

41 See Amb 47; PG 91, 1360 CD. 
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return of the mind from an existence which has been only accidentally 
bodily and limited. 

We should also notice here Maximus' stress on the symbolical 
character of “natural contemplation”. For Evagrius Ше final union with 
God is granted to the naked mind for ontological reasons, and conse- 
quently, what "natural contemplation" still lacks is this complete 
original nakedness of the mind, which allows it to return to the Monad. 
Therefore, he can regard it—with its differentiating categories of being 
— as a last veil taken from the world of sensibility into which the mind 
had fallen, and simply as a weakness from which the mind should escape. 
To Maximus on the other hand, this very limitation of “natural contem- 
plation” has a symbolical function which leads the mind on to the divine 
realities, in the knowledge of which man has again to experience his 
weakness, not only on account of the fall but also because of the fact that 
his human nature depends on God and is distinguished from God. This 
understanding of “natural contemplation” as an experience of a merely 
symbolical reflection of the divine realities—and thereby as a commu- 
nion through the incarnate soul of Christ—which leads on to an 
apophatic understanding of man’s capacity for knowing God, is clearly 
of Ps.-Dionysian inspiration, and seems to imply— indirectly already in 
the field of the vita contemplativa—another refutation of Evagrian 
Origenism. 

This general position of Maximus, which might be summarized as 
involving on the one hand a more positive evaluation of the vita practica 
on the basis of its own rational character, and on the other a more 
restricted appreciation of the vita contemplativa, than we have found in 
Evagrius, leads in the end to a balancing of the first two elements of the 
three-fold system of spiritual development, which gives to each of them 
its proper place and value without absolutizing either of them—and 
makes of the highest stage, that of true knowledge of God and finally of 
union with Him, an element which holds the whole together. 

This vision of Maximus—which is very characteristic of him—is 
perhaps best expressed in his exegesis of Psalm 22 (23): 5. There he 
interprets the “table” which God prepares before the enemies as the vita 
practica in which the passions are overcome by active virtue, and the 
“ojl” with which God anoints the head as the contemplation of created 
things which anoints the mind, while it is the “chalice” which overflows 
which is seen as the true knowledge of Со.“ The knowledge of the last 

12 Char 3.2; CSC, p. 144. It should be noted that at least in other details this 


interpretation probably goes back to an earlier Alexandrian tradition (cf. VILLER, RAM 11, 
1930, p. 261), but this fact does not remove its personal tone. 


The final state of union—no question of continuity 355 


stage, it seems, “overflows”, in Maximus’ opinion, precisely because it is 
entirely the gift of grace, the gift of divine love, and is not the result of an 
ontological coherence. The two earlier stages are both restricted and of a 
somewhat parallel value. 


4. The final state of union— no question of continuity. 
Differences between Evagrius and Maximus 


Evagrius draws a sharp distinction between the vita practica and contem- 
plation, but а much less strong distinction between the stages of “natural 
contemplation" and деодоуга. The reason for this position is the fact that 
Evagrius regards man's “contemplative” function as his principal spirit- 
ual activity. The vita practica is merely a preparation for it, and the stage 
of бєоЛоуѓа is a natural fruit of it, the last —or better, the first —of the 
five forms of contemplation. The position of Evagrius here marks, of 
course, a considerable difference between him and Maximus with regard 
to the understanding and content of @eoAoyia as a whole. Let us for a 
moment analyse this difference.!^ 


Example one: the problem of “substantial knowledge" 


There are three specific examples which deserve our particular attention 
in this context, since they illustrate rather clearly what we want to 
emphasize. The first of them is connected with Evagrius’ concept of 
substantial knowledge" (yvwots оўс:обтс), which should be regarded as 
one of the most important expressions of his idea of an ontological 
relationship between the divine mind and the divine object of its 
contemplation, and which is based in his case, it seems, on the Origenist 
conception of a primitive henad of rational beings. It is true that this idea 
works with two presuppositions, which would be shared by a number of 
Greek Fathers: the general conviction that one who gains knowledge is 
always patterned after this knowledge,'^ and a faith in God as himself 
being the "substantial knowledge".!5 For this reason Evagrius' position 
is less exclusively his own than it might at first look. But a study 
13 A wider analysis of Maximus’ understanding of spiritual perfection and mystical 


mne ROS 
" ери God, against Ше background of his different predecessors, will be given under 
144 This view is however closet i i icti 
: ( y connected with Ше Platonic conviction that th 

knowing subject must be equal to the object of its knowledge. On Evagrius at this point cf 
REFOULE, Immortalité de l'àme, RHR 163 (1963), p. 22: "Ce principe commande la 
mystique d’Evagre”’; cf. also IDEM, La christologie d'Évagre, OCP 28 (1961), pp. 256 ff. 

For this second conviction in Maximus, see Thal 56; CCSG 22, p. i1 | 
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of Evagrius’ use of the concept of yræciıs otaiwdys shows that he 
understands it not merely in the relative sense which these two presup- 
positions might imply. Indeed he underlines very strongly that it 15 
God who is knowledge by substance, or that the Trinity alone is 
1.14 He further emphasizes that Christ possesses it.'* But he also 
points out very clearly that such a “substantial knowledge" is the high- 
est form of knowledge which may be open to the mind,'” or that it 
is a sign of the perfect mind."? The detached mind will be crowned 
with it! 

If we now compare Evagrius at this point with other Christian writers, 
he holds a rather distinctive position. Of his predecessors Origen 
certainly attributes such a knowledge to God, but knows of no defini- 
tion of God as "substantial knowledge”.!? J. Lemaitre has to some 
extent tried to harmonize Evagrius' understanding with the rest of 
the Greek Christian tradition on this point, but he has hardly suc- 
ceeded in doing so. He refers to the obvious fact that Evagrius regards 
this kind of уус as higher than all other kinds of knowledge, and 
sees it as open only to experience by grace. It is thus a mystical know- 
ledge—and not merely a rational one—and an experience of the divine 
presence in Ше mind. But he must nevertheless agree to the objection 
that since Evagrius' terminology at this point left very few traces in 
later literature, it must be seen as rather peculiar to himself, and not 
simply as a minor variation of a common theme.'? It is thus diff- 
cult to avoid the conclusion that Evagrius' term expresses his own 
Origenist position. 

In relation to Maximus the efforts of Viller to present parallel 
expressions to the Evagrian concept, are an evident failure. Beside 

M6 See Cent. gnost. 1. 89; PO 28, p. 59. 

V! Сет. gnost. 2. 47; PO 28, p. 79; 4. 77; р. 171 and 5. 56; p. 201; cf. Ep. 28; 
FRANKENBERG, p. 586 f. 

148 See Cent. gnost. 3. 3; PO 28, p. 99; 6. 16; p. 223 and Cap. cognosc. 1; Mus 44 (1931), 
p. 374 (Par. gr. 913, no. 1). 

49 See De orat. 73; PG 79, 1184 A. 

19 Cent. enost. 3. 12; PO 28, p. 103. 

5! Cent. gnost. 3. 49; PO 28, p. 117. For the interpretation of this passage, cf. 
HAUSHERR, Une énigme d'Evagre le Pontique, RSR 23 (1933), p. 325.— The naked mind, 
in Evagrius’ opinion, will easily be able to receive “substantial knowledge", though по! 
because it is incorporeal but because it is made susceptible of God. Thus Evagrius never 
identifies God and mind, and yet God as "substantial knowledge" is received precisely by 
the mind in its “nakedness”; cf. REFOULE, RHR 163 (1963), pp. 22-27. The Origenist 
presuppositions are obvious. 

152 Cf. voN BALTHASAR'S presentation of the examples of this concept to be found in the 
Evagrian material of Sel. in Psalm., which contains this concept, Die Hiera des Evagrius, 


ZkTh 63 (1939) p. 184 f. 
153 Cf. Lemaitre, La contemplation, DSp 2, col. 1838 ff. 
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Maximus’ affirmation that God alone is уроо by nature, which we have 
quoted above^'—a passage which even related this quality of God 
explicitly to his function as Creator and thus does not pretend to express 
the very essence of God —he has only a scholion on this particular text to 
refer to, and even this scholion points out that God is above all 
knowledge, аз he is above the mind.!* 

To Maximus деоЛдоубо is not only the supreme form of knowledge, as 
it is to Evagrius; it is a relationship, above all knowledge that human 
beings can imagine, with a God who is himself above knowledge.! To 
stress this understanding of the highest stage of spiritual perfection 
Maximus frequently uses the apophatic extravagances of the literary style 
of Ps.-Denis. Viller was of the opinion that this fact did not change the 
content of Maximus' mysticism, and that it was only a sign that he 
understood Evagrius as being in perfect harmony with the Areopagite; an 
Evagrian idea is simply expressed in Dionysian ѕіуІе.!5 But this cannot 
possibly be the right solution, since Maximus shows in other instances 
that he rejects “Ше Origenist еггогв”.!?8 It seems far more acceptable to 
presume that Maximus, here as elsewhere, uses as much as he can of 
Evagrius, but in order to make his own position clear he balances the 
Evagrian expressions which he employs by the use of a Dionysian 
terminology which he regards as orthodox.'? However, the fact that he 
corrects Evagrius and in doing so refers to the apophatic terminology of 
the Areopagite, does not necessarily imply that in the case of Maximus 
we must suppose a simple choice between the positions of Evagrius and 
Ps.-Denis. Maximus is an eclectic, and his personal position ought not to 
be fully identified with that of any of his authorities.'® 

Whatever arguments may be brought forward to support this last 
conclusion, the difference between Maximus and Evagrius with regard to 
the mystical relationship to God in деоЛоуга cannot be denied. A most 
striking indication of this fact was produced by Viller himself. In his 
effort to prove Maximus' almost complete dependence in relation to 


154 See p. 355, n. 145. 

5 Thal 56, schol. 14; CCSG 22, р. 21; cf. the Maximian compilation Quinquies cent. 3. 
74; PG 90, 1292 D-1293 A. 

36 A урос ovowdns in any intellectual sense is also excluded in the case of Maximus 
EE he regards God as above ovvia (see Amb 1; PG 91, 1036 B; 7; 1081 B and 17; 1224 


157 Cf. VILLER, art. cit., p. 248 f., n. 141. 

38 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 90; cf. p. 261 f., n. 187 and von BArrHasan, KL?, p. 465, 
р. 1. 

!3 Cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 141. 

160 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, pp. 90 and 96; see also his extensive note in The Earlier 
Ambigua, pp. 124-128, n. 1. 
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Evagrius, he also presents two parallel texts to illustrate their common 
understanding of the supreme knowledge of God:'*! Evagrius' Cent. 
gnost. 3. 1518 and Maximus’ Char 3. 99.18 Now it is obvious, however, 
that a comparison between these passages— which are indeed compara- 
ble in many ways—shows rather the reverse of what Viller intended, i.e. 
their differences rather than their complete similarity. 

It is true that both writers agree that the perfection of the human 
mind consists in its supreme knowledge of God, but from then onwards 
at a number of other points Maximus' formulations make the difference 
plain. Thus, in a Ps.-Dionysian manner, he characterizes this highest 
knowledge as а super-knowledge (переугокофз), while Evagrius explicit- 
ly states that “Ше immaterial knowledge”, which is thus the perfection of 
the mind, is the Trinity alone (thus referring to the debatable concept of 
yvacus ovas). ^^ And Maximus goes on to call this super-knowledge 
a supreme ignorance through which God the Unknowable is made 
known, while Evagrius merely points out that such a knowledge 15 free 
from all matter. Finally Maximus, having stated this quite different 
character of the knowledge of the perfect mind, refers back to the 
"natural contemplation” of God's creation, and to the knowledge of the 
divine providence and judgment (a concept in relation to which we know 
that Maximus corrects the Evagrian position) which it has given, and 
closes by another warning against misunderstanding the mystery with 
which he is dealing: he speaks in a human way. Thus, the lower 
knowledge of natural contemplation has not lost its importance at the 
highest stage of perfection, precisely because the highest form of knowl- 
edge 1s of such a different character from all other knowledge that man 
still needs the support of other insights. 

A parallel to this passage in this particular respect is to be found in 
Char 1. 100, where Maximus says that the mind which is placed in God 
can find no encouragement in what is proper to God (i.e. in its search for 
positive knowledge) but is consoled by the divine attributes. Among 
these attributes goodness and wisdom are included, and we know from 

1 VILLER, art. cit., р. 247 f. 

162 See PO 28, p. 103. Viller knew it only in the version presented by FRANKENBERG, Op. 

it, p. 199. 
7^ i СБС, p. 190. 

!^ Here it ought to be noted that Viller was unaware of this last element, since it is 
lacking in the text he knew. It is only due to Guillaumont's presentation of the more reliable 
version called S, of the Syriac text, that we now are in the position to see that the contrast 
between Evagrius and Maximus at this point is even sharper than e.g. Sherwood still 


presumed. 
165 CSC, p. 88. 
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other texts that Maximus regards the incarnation of Christ in the virtues 
and in "natural contemplation" respectively as positively informative 
here.'® It thus seems as if Maximus precisely in Char 3. 99 indicates two 
of the characteristics of his own position: the ‘otherness’ of the supreme 
knowledge of God (it has to be expressed in negative terms), and the 
support which the mind receives at this highest stage from the experi- 
ences of the vita practica and the vita contemplativa. But what is the 
corresponding close of Evagrius' sentence? In the more reliable version 
its end 15 most illuminating: the naked mind will be able to see the 
Trinity.!8? 

Viller's position, that the differences between Maximus and Evagrius 
on this point are of no particular importance, and that the harmony 
between Evagrius and Denis was never doubted by Maximus,'® thus 
seems to be untenable. Another comparison, e.g. between Maximus' 
Char 3. 45!9 and Evagrius’ Cent. gnost. 1. 87,' confirms this impres- 
sion." Evagrius states simply that all (rational) creatures are created for 
knowledge of God, and gives, as the reason for affirming that the 
knowledge of God is superior to everything else, this, that all which is 
created for something else is inferior to that for which it is created. 
Maximus agrees that “Ше knower" is ordered to “Him who is known", 
but he states that God is known in ignorance and is Himself beyond all 
knowledge, and he presents again, it seems, the idea that man is 
supported in this kind of knowledge by the vita practica and the vita 
contemplativa (though here the former is more clearly subordinated to 
the latter, since it is the aspect of knowledge which 15 being stressed). 
This repeated emphasis on these two points cannot possibly be acciden- 
tal. On the contrary, it shows that Maximus rejects the position of 
Evagrius both in its denial of empirical man as in principle a unity, and 
in its tendency to believe in a positive knowledge of God as He is in 
Himself. 


Example two: the problem of “infinite ignorance” 


Our second illustrative example is closely linked with the problem of 
"substantial knowledge", namely the concept of “infinite ignorance" and 


16 Cf. pp. 328 and 350 f. above. 

167 Siisless provocative at this point than S,. It says only that one who is deprived of the 
supreme knowledge is far from perfection, see PO 28, p. 102 f. 

168 VILLER, art. cit., p. 248 f., n. 141. 

169 CSC, p. 164. 

70 PO 28, р. 56 f.; cf. MUYLDERMANS, Evagriana, p. 58. 

11 Such a comparison was suggested by SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 141. 
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Evagrius' relationship to it. This discussion was started by Viller who put 
forward his own idea, that in Maximus' opinion the Еуарпап and 
Ps.-Dionysian positions as regards the character of the supreme knowl- 
edge of God open to the human mind were in harmony with each other. 
He referred to Еуарпиз Cent. gnost. 3. 88 where the term "infinite 
ignorance" seemed to be used to denote mystical knowledge of God, and 
not—as one would have expected in Evagrius—the extreme degree of 
the principal vice of the rational faculty.'? Here, he argued, Maximus 
had an apophatic term which corresponded rather well with many of the 
expressions of the negative theology of the Areopagite. It must have made 
it easier for him to make use of the Evagrian ideas in combination with 
Ps.-Dionysian expressions. | | 
Later Hausherr studied Ше concept of “infinite ignorance" in relation 
to Viller's discussion. ? Though he made it perfectly clear that the 
difference between the two positions is great, he seemed to agree with 
Viller in assuming that Maximus had found no problem in harmonizing 
them. On the other hand, however, he admitted that since "ignorance" 
is so frequently used by Evagrius to designate a vice, it is very surprising 
to find it in a positive context.'? But he quoted Pract. 1. 397 where 
Evagrius at least refers to others who affirm that there are two kinds of 
"ignorance", one which has a limit and one which has not, and offered 
three alternative interpretations of such an unlimited "ignorance". 
Having argued, finally, that the writers to whom Evagrius refers here are 
Origen and Gregory Nazianzen, he came to the conclusion that such an 
“ignorance” in the case of Evagrius should be understood as pertaining 
to other creatures than the vovs, and its “infinity” understood with 
regard to God as related to the proper substance of the mind. Thus after 
all Hausherr was convinced that this “ignorance” is very different from 
the darkness (yvógos) of both Gregory of Nyssa and Ps.-Denis (which 


7? See PO 28, p. 134 f. Here again it must be noted that VILLER, art. cit., p. 248, n. 141, 
only knew the version called S, in the presentation of FRANKENBERG, ор. cit., p. 257. See 
further below. 

13 HAUSHERR, “Ignorance infinie”, OCP 2 (1936), pp. 351-362. l 

^ HAUSHERR, art. cit., p. 352, also noticed that the Armenian translation of the text, 
based on a Syriac version, presents a positive expression, "knowledge" instead of 
“ignorance”, which eliminates the object of discussion entirely, but he judged that this 
version was not reliable. l "m 

U5 For this reason he discussed the possibility of there being an original Greek term 
other than аугоота, and on the basis of a similar text in Thalassius (Cent. 1. 56; PG 91, 
1433 А) he suggested апеца, "infinity", without however restricting himself to this 
possibility. 

16 PG 40, 1236 A. 

17 HAUSHERR, art. cit., p. 355 ff. 
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Evagrius excludes in the same sense as he excludes the Areopagite 
"ecstasy"), and tbat it is in the end compatible with Evagrius' general 
understanding of the mind's vision of the Holy Trinity." 

The passage from the Praktikos is nevertheless still extremely difficult 
to interpret. The most attractive solution in relation to the rest of 
Evagrius' thinking is, of course, the one which Hausherr underlines: that 
"ignorance" without end relates to creatures other than the mind. But if 
this is the case, this text has no particular relevance for the interpretation 
of the "infinite ignorance" of Cent. gnost. 3. 88, which is presented as a 
blessed quality. The riddle of this latter text may however now be solved 
in quite a different way. Unfortunately, the original Greek text has not 
yet been found,'” but something similar has happened. Guillaumont has 
presented a more reliable Syriac text of Cent. gnost, and has also 
investigated the manuscripts of the version which was used. by 
Frankenberg. And the result of his investigations is in both cases most 
illuminating, so far as our particular problem is concerned. 

He has shown in the first place that it is quite probable that the 
reading "infinite knowledge" instead of "infinite ignorance" is not a 
misrepresentation on the part of the Armenian translation but probably 
the original reading of 5, ie. the version which was known to 
Frankenberg and on which both Viller and Hausherr built their discus- 
sion. And secondly, it has become clear, that the most reliable Syriac 
text (that which Guillaumont names 8,) reads "infinite knowledge" and 
not "infinite ignorance". For this reason we are almost bound to 
conclude that Evagrius never knew an "ignorance" in a sense which 
would have made it easy for his teaching on the highest form of human 
contemplation and knowledge to be interpreted in the light of Ps.-Denis. 
If this is what Maximus did, or better, if he balanced the Evagrian 
statements with the aid of the Areopagite, we must conclude that he did 
so rather to correct the underlying Evagrian doctrine than to affirm it.!® 


US Tbid., p. 359 f. 

7? HAUSHERR, art. cit, p. 354, expressed the wish that Muyldermans might be 
successful in this as in so many other cases. 

#0 See PO 28, p. 134 with n. 88. 

! See PO 28, p. 135. 

2 HAUSHERR, Ignorance infinie ou science infinie, OCP 25 (1959), pp. 44-52, even 
after Guillaumont's publication of S,, again tried to defend his original position, though 
without any convincing success. His grounds for doing so are mainly the following: 1) The 
text S; is of a later time than S,, and the only Syrian writer who pronounced any opinion on 
it, Joseph Hazzayd, regarded it as a falsification. 2) If Guillaumont is right in assuming a 
lapsus calami as the possible explanation of the change from “knowledge” to “ignorance”, 
a similar calamity might as well have changed “ignorance” into “knowledge”. 3) The idea 
of “infinite ignorance" is not incompatible with Evagrius' theology, since knowledge of the 
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Example three: the problem of “pure prayer" 


Our third example is provided by the concept of pure prayer (кодора: 
проовухп). This time the term as such is frequently used both by 
Evagrius and Maximus. Their understanding of it, however, differs in a 
characteristic way. To Evagrius pure prayer means purified prayer, i.e. a 
prayer which is freed from passionate desires and, sometimes, from 
intellectual representations and notions. In the last case it is free from all 
attachment to the sensible world. In both cases however, the attribute 
“pure” is used in a negative sense: this prayer is pure from something. 
Now it is striking that if we look at those texts where Evagrius uses the 
term “pure prayer", we find that most of them concern the vita practica. 
Thus we learn that freedom from impassioned thoughts is a prerequisite 
for it.'? It is pure in so far as man is purified from his passions. The 
possibility of a pure prayer depends on the detachment of the passible 
part of the soul. Consequently, Evagrius points out that wrath and 
fornication—i.e. outstanding vices of the irascible and the concupiscible 
elements— prevent man from keeping his prayer (evn) pure, and when 
they interfere with his prayer, they easily lead him to acedia. 184 Anger and 
wrath are particularly dangerous here, since they prevent or destroy pure 
prayer. Therefore, pure prayer should be desired, in the same way that 
anger should be banished and moderation—the main virtue of the 
concupiscible element—should be loved." But prayer in Evagrius’ 
opinion is also itself a means by which to purify the mind, and as such it 
is parallel to alms which heal anger and fasting which overcomes 
concupiscence.!* This understanding of the relationship between purity 


MEMEC———————— Á————————— ÉÁÓUEIRURER REOR 
Trinity as the supreme state of knowledge need not imply that the Trinity is the object of 
knowledge, but rather the subject, i.e. a strictly mystical knowledge by which God, as 
“substantial knowledge”, illuminates man. Against these arguments a number of objections 
may be raised: 1) The date of $, is not decisive, since Guillaumont builds his preference on 
the fact that the Greek fragments of Cent. gnost. which we possess correspond with it. The 
testimony of Joseph Hazzayd is not particularly important. As ап Origenist (cf. 
WipENGREN, Numen 8 (1961), p. 165) he might even have wanted to minimize the 
importance of the more shocking version 5,. We should also notice that Babai as an 
anti-Origenist (cf. WIDENGREN, art. cit., p. 163) wrote his commentary to S,. 2) We need 
hardly to assume a lapsus calami in Hausherr's direction, unless we are convinced that the 
idea of "infinite ignorance" is compatible with Evagrius' thinking. 3) As in the case of 
“substantial knowledge", there аге too many instances to show that Evagrius imagined 
Divinity as the object of human knowledge, to accept Hausherr's argument. 

183 Mirror for Nuns 38; GRESSMANN, p. 149. 

184 Pract. 1. 14; PG 40, 1225 A. 

85 See ibid. 1. 30; PG 40, 1229 B; De mal. cogitat. 5; PG 79, 1205 CD, and 16; 1220 
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and prayer 15 maintained also in the later Evagrian tradition. Thus Nilus 
regards pure prayer as excluded by a vice like grief.!** 

Only in a few cases is pure prayer considered as more than a virtue of 
the rational faculty. In these it is closely linked with “natural contempla- 
tion". It 1s characteristic, however, that it is not free from temptations. It 
IS a state of mind where the ‘gnostic’ both looks for God as Creator and 
offers pure prayer to Him, but which the Evil One wishes to destroy.!? 
On the other hand, it is in such a prayer that “natural contemplation" 
culminates, for it is defined as “removal of thoughts",'?" and in it the 
mind proceeds beyond thoughts and forms.!” In such a contemplative 
pure prayer one may however still be tempted by the vice of vainglory.!” 

On the other hand, Evagrius sometimes presents it as a sudden gift of 
grace. Thus we learn that it can happen that a man fails to keep his prayer 
pure, even though he makes efforts to do so, while in other instances his 
soul comes close to pure prayer without his efforts. Here human 
weakness and grace from above are together called upon to assist us in 
making our prayer pure, says Evagrius, and through both we are taught 
not to attend to ourselves but to know the Giver of all gifts. Pure prayer 
1s here clearly depicted as a very high form of spiritual activity, given by 
God's grace, but we should notice that it is still understood as almost 
identical with a pure soul. Therefore, one is not surprised to find 
that—even in this high estimation of it— it is not only seen as a supreme 
gift of grace, but also as a human means to call for mercy, the gift of 
grace. ^ | 

We may thus conclude that pure prayer for Evagrius is closely 
connected with all the functions of the mind as man's intellectual faculty 
not least with its purification from worldly things, and as such is hardly 
higher than “natural contemplation”. At least it is not of a different 
character from other functions of the mind, though it is a gift of God. 

In the case of Maximus the picture is far more complicated. One or 
two things however are clear from the beginning. First there are very few 
texts where pure prayer is as intimately connected with the vita practica 
as 1t 15 1n most cases in Evagrius. Secondly the higher evaluation of the 


concept which is found explicitly in Evagrius in only a few cases, 


18 See Nilus, De octo spir. mal. 11; PG 79, 1156 C. 
89 Ep. 1; FRANKENBERG, р. 567. 
Y De orat. 70; PG 79, 1181 C. 
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predominates in Maximus. For him it is always a state above the 
immediate struggle of the vita practica, though it may be soiled, as 
Evagrius also points out, by thoughts of concupiscence and anger, which 
in that case lead the mind to acedia.'^ 

Further Maximus sometimes connects it with contemplation of the 
second “stage”, but more usually presents it as forming the summit of the 
third ‘stage’, Өєолоуѓа. When it is connected with lower contemplation, 
however, it is presented as the true virtue of the mind as intellectual 
faculty, since it separates it even from the thoughts of things. Here the 
term pure prayer is obviously used to design a prayer which is purified 
from other notions than those of God, but this ‘negative’ understanding 
of the concept is used only in relation to the highest form of contempla- 
tion. Pure prayer means to Evagrius purified prayer, to Maximus usually 
supreme prayer, prayer formed by God alone. 


Maximus’ double concept of pure prayer 


This last point becomes more clear when we notice that Maximus works, 
in fact, with a double concept of pure prayer." In Char 2. 6 Maximus 
says explicitly that there is one form of pure prayer for the Christians of 
the vita practica and one for those of the vita contemplativa. Neither of 
them is included within these ‘stages’, but both are above them, and 
neither of them seems as such to be subordinated to the other, though the 
form which is open to the ‘gnostic’ seems to be the more excellent. 

The first kind is an undistracted prayer on the basis of true fear and 
hope and in the presence of God, which is free from the thoughts 
(гопрото) of the world.’ It is thus the fruit of a vita practica into 
which—as is usual in Maximus—some spiritual contemplation is inte- 
srated.'% The second kind, however, seems to be an ecstatic prayer (which 
even leads the mind outside itself), based on desirous love (€pws) and a 
maximum of purification. It is conscious only of God and concerned 
with His properties alone, thus receiving pure impressions of Him.” It is 
thus above all forms of contemplation and characterized by a blessed 
rapture. Undistracted prayer and pure prayer in the second sense are thus 
not synonyms—though both are called pure prayer—nor is the first one 


195 Char 1. 49; CSC, p. 66. 

1% Asc 19; PG 90, 925 D-928 A. 

197 Cf. SHERWOOD, іп ACW, p. 87 f., where this fact is strongly emphasized. 
Ве БС, D. 92. 

199 See Char 2. 5; CSC, p. 90. 
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- i : 
E а pud чат second one, since both experience Ше presence of 
| Concerning undistracted prayer Maximus emphasizes that it is both a 
sign and a fruit of love (дудтт) for God.” The vita practica, and that 
spiritual contemplation which ought to be integrated with it. to the 
help the mind to arrive at undistracted prayer.” Therefore he eee е: 
say that it is only when Ше mind is without matter and form (àv в а 
&vévdeos) that it is open to undistracted prayer,"^ and the ee es 
Maximus’ view, without matter thanks to practical exercises a d 
without form thanks to contemplation.?* Furthermore, as we bur 
Char 2. 6, this is a state of mind which is without thoughts ( гопиата) те 
we are warned that it is not outside the boundaries of detachment 206 In 
this way Maximus elevates pure prayer above practical virtues and | et at 
the same time shows how these virtues have to support the ва: and 
how man is a single whole. Thus pure prayer is open even to the man of 
vita practica, and even for him it clearly means that the mind is as it were 
outside the flesh and the world, and is entirely free from matter and form 
" Пере This prayer is thus ‘informed’ only by Ше presence of God 
We should notice that even in the Liber asceticus, where Maximus 
never mentions "natural contemplation", he is eager to stress this 
supreme function and character of pure prayer. It is built directly on the 
virtues of vita practica and is a gift of God. Thus we learn that the grace 
of prayer joins the mind to God and thereby also withdraws it from the 
thoughts. Then the mind becomes God-like and can pray without ceasin 
(1 Thess. 5: 17). This fact does not imply, however, that the mind is 
liberated from then on from the attacks of the demons. On the contrary 
even at the summit of prayer they try to instigate evil desires instead of 
simple thoughts about sensible things." To Maximus such a high 
evaluation of the pure prayer of the практикодв is, of course, not 
irreconcilable with a realistic view of the continuing spiritual struggle 
The state of pure prayer is to him a pure grace, but man is a composite 
m вор TE. a Ресом, SCH 9, рр. 92, n. 2 and 95, n. 1 seems to be mistaken. 
03 [bid 2. 5; p. 90. 
24 Thid. 2. 4; p. 90. 
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whole, who will always need the support of his acquired virtues and his 
human desire for God. 

There is, however, as we have seen, also a more excellent form of pure 
prayer. It is intimately linked with contemplation, and therefore is 
sometimes not easily distinguished from the highest forms of contempla- 
tion. But there are always some features which are characteristic of it. 
First of all, it is linked with desirous love (ро), i.e. the love which 
finally aims at mystical union with God. The mind is in this way winged 
with pure prayer and rises above all things.?'? Secondly it is presented as 
itself the supreme state of spiritual communion with God. Therefore, the 
one who loves God is concerned for pure prayer from the beginning, and 
throws aside every passion which hinders his way towards 1.21 Thirdly, 
pure prayer of this kind is not primarily understood as a purified prayer. 
It is rather its absolute concentration on God alone which makes it pure. 
This fact becomes particularly clear in Char 3. 44, where Maximus refers 
to the three-fold pattern of spiritual development, saying of the virtues 
that they separate the mind from passions (thus here he mentions the 
virtues in their ‘negative’ function alone), and of the contemplations that 
they separate it from simple thoughts, but of pure prayer that it places the 
mind before God himself?" He might have said that it "separates" the 
mind from itself, but his main interest at this point is to stress the 
positive function of pure prayer in relation to God. By doing so he makes 
his difference with Evagrius clear, for for him the aspect of separation 
dominates the concept of pure prayer. 


Pure prayer more than purified prayer 


From what we have said it 15 obvious that Maximus regards pure prayer 
as very difficult to attain.?? Its characteristics in relation to the created 
world are those of the state of @eoAoyia. Therefore, it implies that the 
mind contemplates God alone and is simple because God as the object of 
its contemplation is simple (иороє:75), and thus receiving its *informa- 
tion’ from God alone it is transfused with the divine light.”"* In this stage 
of perfection the mind has passed beyond both prudence (the quality 
which summarizes the vita practica) and knowledge (the fruit of the vita 
contemplativa), though these reflect divine qualities on the level of 
creation, and it examines the Лоуоз “about” God Himself as far as it 

20 See also ibid. 1. 11; p. 52. 

?! 1614. 2. 7; p. 92. 

22 CSC, p. 164. 


23 See e.g. Char 4. 51; CSC, p. 214. 
24 Ibid. 3. 97; p. 190. 
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can.^? This is still an intellectual function of the mind, and we must 
assume that pure prayer goes even farther, into the impenetrable mystery 
of the divine essence, where no concepts are sufficient. But since man isa 
composite unity of body, soul and mind, this going forth into the 
Divinity itself —which is not ontological or moral but mystical—must 
still be supported by the virtues and insights of the rest of man. 

Therefore undistracted prayer, which is one form of pure prayer, in 
the sense of a prayer without matter and form, is in itself also a sign of 
detachment and love—1.e. the fruits of the vita practica. Thus even at the 
highest stage of prayer the mind cannot progress without these qualities, 
by which it is strengthened.’ Concerning the second form of pure 
prayer, Maximus likewise makes clear that it has to be supported 
positively both by detachment, as a fruit of the vita practica, and by the 
knowledge gained through “natural contemplation".?" Through such 
freedom from passions and such illumination it becomes fit to pray as it 
ought, i.e. in pure concentration upon God, and receives from Him alone 
the divine qualities as objects of "theological" contemplation. 

Thus we must conclude that for Maximus pure prayer is no longer just 
a purified prayer, but a prayer in pure concentration upon God which 
reaches out in love to God, certainly as He manifests Himself to the 
naked mind, but probably also as He is in Himself, i.e. in the very 
mystery of His being. It is true that the term “ecstasy” is more proper 
here,?? but Maximus draws no very sharp distinction between ecstasy 
and pure prayer. Evagrius has a far more intellectual approach at this 
point. For him pure prayer is purified prayer, and as such it is the prayer 
of a mind which is made pure. But a pure mind is in Evagrius’ opinion a 
mind restored to full divine communion, able to contemplate God in 
itself. For Maximus on the contrary, the mind as created must reach 
outside itself to find God as He is, and pure prayer 1s thus for him a 
formless contemplation of God in the qualities which He shows by grace. 
And it aims beyond these to the communion with God as Не 15 in 
Himself. At this point Maximus 15 assisted by Ps.-Dionysian apophatic 
theology, and not by Evagrian thinking, though he agrees with Evagrius 
that the mind may be fully illumined by God in prayer alone, and though 
he seems to be less interested in divine darkness than Ps.-Denis.?? 

Maximus accepts that there is a gulf between God and all created 


"5 Ibid. 2, 26; p. 102. 

216 See ibid. 4. 42; p. 210. 

217 Thid. 2. 100; p. 142. 

218 Оп this concept in Maximus, see further pp. 422-425 below. 
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things, including the human mind, but he is more interested in the 
interplay between divine condescension and human desirous ascension 
—Aall in an inter-change of love—than in an analysis of the mystery of 
the darkness of God in relation to all concepts. Pure prayer for Maximus 
is an expression of the love for God which never ends, and as such it is 
part of his apophatic theology, but it is at the same time characterized by 
that illumination which God gives freely by grace to a human mind 
which is pure in concentration on Him alone. 


5. Another triad of spiritual development 


Before we begin our analysis of the five types of mediation which 
according to Amb 41 and Thal 48 man is called to perform in imitation 
of Christ there is a parallel three-fold pattern of spiritual development 
which ought to be shortly treated. We refer to the doctrinal and 
chronological triad of being—well-being—ever-being | (eiva.— ev 
eiva.— dei eivai). The importance and function of this triad has been 
sufficiently analysed by von Balthasar and Sherwood, and for this reason 
we shall restrict our own account to a short presentation of its most 
relevant aspects. 

It should be noted, first of all, that the background of this triad is not 
at all Evagrian. Its roots are probably to be found in the distinction 
between “living” and *well-living" (£v and e? £jv) which is to be found 
in Aristotle and on Christian ground in Clement of Alexandria.?? 
Maximus' nearest predecessor at this point, however, is probably 
Ps.-Denis, who distinguishes, in relation to spiritual beings, between 
civar and е? его and links the latter state with the idea of an imitation 
of God, so as to come to His likeness.?! The background of this 
terminology in Ps.-Denis, in its turn, is probably Neo-Platonist, and the 
possibility cannot be excluded that the whole triad has its origin in 
Proclus.”” At the same time, however, one should notice that Maximus 
also provides it with a biblical basis. The triad of being, motion and life 
in God, which may be deduced from Acts 17:28, is thus explicitly 
referred to the principles of being, well-being and ever-being.?? 

This biblical triad is, in fact, not the only one which is supposed 
to correspond more or less to that of being, well-being and ever- 
being. Another for example is the well-known anti-Origenist Maximian 

20 Cf. von BALTHASAR, KL, p. 623. 

21 See De div. nom. 4, 1; PG 3, 696 A; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 537. 


22 Cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 67 f., n. 27. 
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triad of becoming, motion and rest.” We can also refer to the parallel 
triad of beginning, medium and end, which Maximus himself relates 
explicitly to our triad.”° A certain relationship exists also to the triad 
of faculty, energy and quiescence (divapis, evépyeva, &pyia), as well as 
to that of substance, intentional relationship and grace (obria, oxéors, 
x&pus). "6 

Furthermore it is of interest here that our triad is related to the idea of 
three human births. Thus man’s double birth in body and soul (which is 
simultaneous)" is parallel to the category of being, while his birth in 
baptism corresponds to that of well-being, and his third and final birth in 
resurrection to that of ever-being.?? This three-fold scheme of births is 
prepared and prefigured, however, by Christ, who for men’s sake himself 
suffered the corresponding three births. Consequently, man’s passage 
through the stages of our triad is also connected with these three 
redemptive births of Christ. Thus Christ’s Incarnation in the flesh (his first 
birth as man) corresponds to the human principle of being (Aóyos rov 
eivai), and his own baptism corresponds to the principle of well-being 
(Adyos то? eù eivat), while his resurrection implies that true believers 
will be allowed to follow him into eternal life according to the principle 
of ever-being (Лоуов Tov det eivai)? And finally, we should also notice 
that Maximus relates our triad to his concepts of the three days (the 6th, 
7th and 8th day of creation)? and the three laws (natural law, written law 
and law of ргасе).23! 

But what 15 the sense of our triad and how is it related to the three-fold 
system of spiritual development? A number of texts are illuminating 
here, and Maximus' systems of corresponding triads help us to under- 
stand further the content of the triad of being, well-being and ever-being. 
From these texts it becomes clear that the state of ever-being was, in 
Maximus' opinion, at the very beginning open to man, not in virtue of 

24 Cf. p. 81 Е; notes 216-217, above and SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 172, n. 63. On the 
relationship between this triad and its equivalents within the context of Maximus' 
complicated refutation of Origenism, cf. also IDEM, Maximus and Origenism, Berichte zum 
XI. Internationalen Byzantinisten-Kongress, München 1958, and von IVÁNKA, Der 
philosophische Ertrag, JOBG (1958), p. 27 ff. with n. 2. 

23 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1073 C. 

26 See Amb 20; PG 91, 1237 A and 65; 1392 A; cf. vou BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 140. 

227 Cf. ch. III: A, 1; p. 95 ff. above. 

25 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1325 ВС. 

29 Amb 42; PG 91, 1348 D. 

230 Оп the symbolism of the 8th day in general in the early Church, cf. DantéLou, Bible 
et liturgie, Paris 1951, pp. 355-387. 

21 See Gnost 1. 56; PG 90,1104 C (cf. Amb 65; PG 91, 1392 B-D) and Thal 64; CCSG 
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his nature, but on account of God's grace which was freely offered to 
him? In his fall, however, he turned away from God and failed to 
acquire this grace. Now the way to it is open only through Christ, who has 
accepted the human mode of being for man's sake, has established in his 
own life the perfect state of well-being, and finally granted his followers 
the way to eternal life through his resurrection. Man has to follow him, 
on the basis of his own nature which God has created for communion 
with Himself, that nature which Christ shares. This is the general outline 
from which the triad is to be understood, and its different elements are to 
be analysed in the light of it. 

Thus being simply means the participation of all creatures in God as 
Being, since He gives of His own when He creates. The principle of this 
being thus differs according to different natures, and man's principle of 
being (Aóyos tov ei vat) coincides with his principle of nature (Aóyos Tns 
givoews), though his life of course is part of being in general. Being is 
given by God the Creator,” and to individual man at his—first —birth 
in body and soul.?^ Rational natures thus participate in God (as Being) 
by their very being, and individuals by their existence.?? Now in the case 
of men this participation implies that they bear the image of God, and 
for this reason they are also moved towards him as their end, for God is 
their beginning in so far as he is the ground of their being.?* Their being 
thus includes naturally the power and the faculty by which to move to the 
second state of well-being." 

This second state, of well-being, 15 of a particular interest for several 
reasons. It is connected with the will and freedom of man, and it offers at 
the same time the first link with Maximus' three-fold scheme of spiritual 
development. Thus it represents both the vita practica and the vita 
contemplativa. The state of being implies mere existence, but the state of 
well-being is formed by man's use of his natural capacities for commu- 
nion with God. It is an intermediate phase, which includes man's use of 
his faculty of motion.’ Thus the state of well-being is due to man’s 

?? On the problem of divine grace and human freedom in Maximus, see further the 
discussion report in D6LGER-BEck, Diskussionsbeitrage zum XI. Internationalen Byzan- 
tinistenkongress, pp. 37-40. 

23 See Thal 60; CCSG 22, p. 79. 

24 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1325 В. 
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237 See Amb 65; PG 91, 1392 AB. 

28 The concept of motion in God of Acts 17: 28 is related to the principle of well-being, 
see Amb 7; PG 91, 1084 B. That Maximus here uses the word principle (Aóyos) implies, 
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motion as well as to his yvoun.?” But since it here concerns fallen man, it 
depends on his second birth in baptism,” and is received through 
victory over the passions, as well as through positive virtue.2 It further 
implies, “gnomically’’, the actualization of the faculty of motion in free 
energy.” Man moves according to his угфит through well-being towards 
his divine end. Maximus can also say that it depends on the choice 
(проойреоч5) of self-moving creatures.?*? 

So far well-being is thus seen to be a fruit of the vita practica. But it is 
also connected with “natural contemplation", as we have pointed out, for 
well-being implies a participation not only in God's goodness but also in 
His wisdom. Such a two-fold participation—a share in goodness and 
wisdom which depends on the will and judgment of rational beings?4— 
is due to men's “рпопис” aptitude for well-being, 1.е. their worthiness of 
it. Finally, such a participation means that man not only bears the 
image of God by virtue of his nature, but in well-being also develops his 
divine likeness, and this in Maximus 15 always on account of man's free 
decision.” 

The last fact, however, implies that man can also choose evil instead 
of good. And such a choice has repercussions for his ever-being, for 
"ever-being" in Maximus’ opinion is usually identical with ever-well- 
being. The state of true ever-being is certainly a gift of divine grace, but 
there is no way to it except through moral well-being. Therefore, man 
may alternatively cause i/l-being for himself, because of his vice and a 
wrongly directed use of his natural capacity for motion." Those who by 
choice use their being 1n accord with nature are finally granted ever-well- 
being, but those who use it contrary to their nature are given “ever-ill- 
being", which is а negation of true ever-being."* Thus there is a privation 
of goodness and knowledge open to man in his freedom, and his 
well-being therefore always depends on his own will and judgment.?? 
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This fact does not prevent Maximus, however, from stating with great 
emphasis that man's true ever-being is due to God's will and counsel 
alone,” for it is also his conviction that it is granted by sovereign divine 
grace to those who have proved to be worthy of it through their 
well-being. 

In itself true ever-being thus corresponds to the third stage of 
Maximus' three-fold system, and is of an eschatological and mystical 
character. It is through the resurrection of Christ that it is open to man, 
and it is finally received by man in his own resurrection.?! It is the rest 
and quiescence and end of rational beings.” It is also a “limit” (дроз), 
and as such it is mystically called the Sabbath.” It is therefore the law of 
grace alone which provides this persistence of ever-well-being.?* And 
consequently, if the 6th day symbolizes the principle of being and the 7th 
day the mode of well-being (rpózos той е? eivat)” then the 8th day 
manifests “the mystery of ever-well-being".^5 Here we are thus at the 
fulfilment of spiritual perfection, and as in the case of the stage of 
деодоува or pvaoTaywyia, it is entirely above natural human capacities 
and human efforts to attain. Both are freely given by God, and are 
received from him in burning love. 

But it is Maximus' conviction that man has not brought his divine 
task of mediation to its proper end, until he has arrived here. For he is 


20 See ibid. 4. 13; p. 198; 3. 28; p. 156 and Thal 60; CCSG 22, p. 79. 

21 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1325 BC and 1348 D. 

22 On well-being as end, see Amb 7; PG 91, 1073 C. 

23 See Amb 65; PG 91, 1392 BC. 

24 Thal 64; CCSG 22, p. 237. Notice Maximus’ careful avoidance of all Origenism in 
relation to this stage. 

255 The word тротгов is generally used by Maximus in relation to man's natural freedom 
and will. 

26 Gnost 1. 56; PG 90, 1104 C.—We are obviously very close to the idea of 
apocatastasis in some of Maximus' statements on spiritual development. This problem has 
been widely discussed by the scholars. E. MicHaup, Saint Maxime le Confessur et 
l'Apocatastase, Rev. Intern. de Théologie 10 (1902), pp. 257—272, argued that Maximus in 
fact teaches apocatastasis. When Maximus writes about "ages" and "eternities" after 
judgment, he always teaches the apocatastasis, he concluded (p. 271). He was later followed 
by GRUMEL, art. Maxime le Confesseur, DTC 10 (1928), col. 457, and by vou BALTHASAR 
(who regarded the doctrine as honoured in silence by Maximus), KL', pp. 367—372 and Die 
Gnost. Centurien, p. 7. Finally Знекмоооп, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 205-221, devoted 
considerable attention to the problem and came to a different conclusion: Maximus does 
not teach the apocatastasis, nor does he honour it in silence, but the tension between 
universal salvation and eternal damnation is preserved in its integrity (p. 222). Уом 
BALTHASAR, however, has not changed his opinion later, see KL’, pp. 355-359. — The 
concept of ever ill-being of Amb 65 (PG 91, 1392 D)—in combination with the stress on the 
divine grace alone as active in deification—seems anyhow to be sufficient to show that 
Maximus does not teach apocatastasis, and that he rather keeps the tension than even 
honours it in silence. 
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called to hold together а that is distinguished and separated —even God 
and his creation. 


6. First mediation: between the sexes 


When man is restored in Christ he is called to perform a five-fold work of 
mediation. This is Maximus’ teaching in Amb 41, and also in Thal 48257 
where 2 Chron. 26: 9-10 is interpreted accordingly. If we follow this 
work in its chronological order, the first kind of mediation is that 
between male and female. 

Maximus regards procreation through sexual intercourse as provi- 
dentially introduced into man's life after his fall, and concludes that 
another way of procreation must have been open to man before the fall.2°8 
Sexual differentiation, as we now know it, is thus itself due to the fall, and 
therefore this first kind of human mediation takes place in relation to 
elements of created life which have been separated through sin and 
against the original creative will of God. The reconciliation of male and 
female into a higher human unity is thus part of man's purification from 
sin, and involves the use of that new freedom in Christ, into which he has 
been baptized. 


Male and female in some of Maximus" predecessors 


However, before we consider how Maximus develops this idea of a sexual 
synthesis, we must try to indicate the extent to which he may have been 
inspired by earlier Christian tradition.?? Certainly, in the first place we 
must refer back to Gregory of Nyssa, who believed in a primitive absence 
of sexuality and saw the latter as a result of sin. But apart from him there 
is obviously also some material in the Alexandrian tradition and 
elsewhere to which particular attention ought to be called in this context. 
In relation both to Maximus himself and to his predecessors it is 
apparent that a Scriptural testimony such as that of Gal. 3: 28 is of a 
particular importance here, with its specific reference to the restoration 

27 For this last reference, see CCSG 7, p. 333 f. Cf. BLOWERS, ор. cit., p. 175, n. 184 and 
ibid., p. 153, n. 19. See also my own study Man and the Cosmos, pp. 80-91. 

T See e.g. Amb 42; PG 91, 1317 A and 1309 A; cf. SHERWoop, Maximus and 
Origenism, in Berichte zum XI. Intern. Byz.-Kongr., pp. 8-16, and ch. III: B, 1 and 3; pp. 
151 ff., and 169 f. above. 

29 The subject which we touch upon here is, of course, very vast and varied, if we think 
of the understanding of male—female in general in the early Church. Here we must 
concentrate our attention to those points which are of particular interest in relation to 


Maximus' interpretation of the first mediation. For a more general survey, cf. however D. S. 
ВАПЕУ, The Man— Woman Relation in Christian Thought, London 1959, pp. 19-102. 
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in Christ of man as created in the image of God. For this reason we 
propose to make our own analysis of the problem of sexual mediation 
and synthesis in relation to the exegesis of this text presented by these 
writers. 

We noticed earlier that Philo—using Plato’s image of the chariot and 
the two horses— interpreted anger and concupiscence as male and female 
impulses.* On Christian ground he is here immediately followed by 
Clement of Alexandria, who alters the perspective however, and says that 
the expression “male and female" in Gal. 3: 28 denotes anger and 
concupiscence. But what is of interest in our context is that he then goes 
on to say that when the soul is detached from that which divides it in this 
way—i.e. from the diversive tendencies to impassioned affection and 
aggressivity—it is brought to unity. And such a unity implies that there 1s 
“neither male nor female"?5! Clement is eager to avoid a literal under- 
standing of the Pauline words, but it seems that he does not exclude a 
certain spiritual relationship between the categories of male and female 
and the passible faculties of the human soul. 

And therefore, it is not surprising to find that he also allows for a 
concrete result of this new unity in Christ. Thus he points out that a 
“gnostic” woman, after having given birth to her children, is regarded by 
her husband as a sister, and she for her part forgets her husband, except 
when she looks at her children. Man and wife regard themselves as 
brother and sister, since they have the same Father.*? And Clement 
continues: Souls are in themselves not male or female but only souls, and 
thus it may be that woman will in the end be transformed into man, and 
become “поп еша!е, manly and perfect”. This double line of 
interpretation — a spiritualized understanding of “male and female" as 
referring to anger and concupiscence, and an ascetic reflection on the 
concrete consequences of the new union in Christ—can be followed later 
in both its aspects.?*^ 

We must however concentrate our attention on tbose writers who 
have certainly influenced Maximus. In Evagrius we find the first type of 
interpretation. He makes it quite clear that he understands “male and 


260 See ch. IV: A, 3; p. 185 f. with n. 86. Notice particularly that he also presents them as 
brother and sister. 

261 Strom. 3, 13; GCS Clem. 2, p. 238 f. 

22 Оп the relationship between this understanding of the spiritual requirements of 
matrimony and early Christian syneisaktism, cf. BAILEY, op. cit., p. 33 f. 

23 Strom. 6. 12; ibid., p. 482. "n 

24 On Clement's understanding of matrimony and man— woman relationship in 
general, see further e.g. Е. QUATEMBER, Die christliche Lebenshaltung des Klemens von 
Alexandrien nach seinem Paedagogus, Vienna 1946, pp. 137-140. 
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female" as referring to anger and concupiscence, and consequently he 
afürms that detachment—as representing the final victory over the 
passions of both these faculties—leads to the result that in Christ there is 
"neither male nor female”. Here it is clear that “male and female” 
refers to that sensibility which the mind, as the true image of God, leaves 
behind when it becomes united with Christ the Logos. It thus goes 
without saying that even the bodily distinctions have to be neglected and 
their desires entirely overcome in this process. 

In Gregory Nazianzen's writings we have found no reference to anger 
and concupiscence in this context, but he makes it quite evident that all 
the distinctions of Gal. 3: 28 are "signs of the flesh". When Christ 
becomes all in all, they are therefore overcome, and there is then neither 
male nor female. Thus the true image of God is restored in man, and he 
bears the divine stamp alone.” 

In Gregory of Nyssa, however, the same idea is elaborated into a 
whole theology. To him the ideal primitive state of man contained no 
sexuality.” Thus the latter is seen as a result of sin,?® and it is the cause 
of all apostasy.”” The distinction between male and female is, in 
Gregory's opinion, superadded to the original (or better: ideal) creation 
of man “in the image", for in Christ —who is the Image—there is 
"neither male nor female"? Consequently, marriage did not exist in 
Paradise.?! 

As in the case of Clement these theological reflections, however, also 
lead to practical consequences for those who are in Christ. It is Gregory's 
conviction that Matt. 22: 30 shows that men are called to live without 
marriage, as the angels, for thus it must have been “п the beginning" 2? 
But angels are many, and thus, Gregory concludes, sexual intercourse is 
no necessary prerequisite for multiplicity.?? This primitive and eschato- 
logical way of living must now be prefigured among Christians in an 
ascetic life, and here holy virginity is of the greatest importance to 
Gregory. А true Christian, he says, must choose between two forms of 
marriage, one “bodily” and one “spiritual”, and his choice can be but 

265 See Pract. 1. 63; PG 40, 1237 B and De mal. cogitat. 3, PG 79, 1204 С. 

26 Or. 7, In laud. Caes. Рат. 23; PG 35, 785 С. 

267 Cf. von BALTHASAR, Présence et pensée, e.g. p. 52, n. 5 and DANIELOU, Platonisme et 
théologie mystique, p. 51. 

28 Cf. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 167 and CAMELOT, La théologie de l'image de Dieu, RSPT 
40 (1956), р. 458: cf. also САН, La conception de la liberté, p. 55 ff. 

29 Cf. GAITH, Op. cit., p. 56. 

20 See De hom. opif. 16; PG 44, 181 A. 

т Tbid. 17; 188 AB. 


22 Ibid: 188 C. 
23 Ibid.; 189 АВ. 
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one.” These two ways are mutually exclusive, for по man can serve two 
masters. Spiritual marriage, however, is now open and common for both 
men and women, precisely on the ground that in Christ there is “neither 
male nor female”. Thus in this spiritual marriage man does not desire an 
earthly woman but true Wisdom as the divine goal of his ёт:бишіа, and 
the soul (notice the implicit reference to the soul as female) is attached to 
the incorruptible Bridegroom and has her love (€pws) related to true 
Wisdom, which is God.?^ 

Thus the practical asceticism of virginity in the case of Gregory is 
linked with a spiritualization which resembles that of Clement and 
Evagrius: from a spiritual point of view male and female are regarded as 
primary forces of passibility,? and the practical results of the affirmation 
of Gal. 3: 28 are combined with this spiritual understanding. But at the 
same time there 1s a considerable difference between Gregory on the one 
hand and Clement and Evagrius on the other: in Gregory these forces are 
not eliminated but transferred to a higher spiritual life, where they:may 
perform their true functions within man's communion with God.2” 


Maximus on male and female 


The same two aspects which we have now noticed in some of Maximus' 
predecessors are both to be found in his own writings, and are even 
intimately interwoven. In his commentary on the Lord's Prayer, on the 
one hand, he gives an extensive interpretation of Gal. 3: 28, in which the 
expression “male and female" is explicitly said to denote anger and 
concupiscence.” On the other hand, in his descriptions of man's mediat- 
ing functions he seems—on the basis of his convictions about the 
primitive state of man—to reckon with a spiritual endeavour on the part 
of man through which even the concrete sexual differences are trans- 
formed and transferred to a common human unity. How are these two 
aspects interrelated? This question coincides more or less with another: 
how is human mediation between the sexes effected in this world? 

To answer this last question we must to some extent recapitulate what 
we have found earlier about Maximus' general teaching on man's fall and 

24 See De virg. 20; JAEGER B, 1, p. 325. 

75 Ibid; p. 328. 

76 Cf. the terms ёт:Өишіа and epos. 

27 This corresponds very well with the positive use of the passible faculties which we 
have seen that Maximus allows for. A non-sexual state of man in Paradise was also affirmed 
by Augustine; see De bono coni. 2; CSEL 41, рр. 188-190 and De Gen. ad litt. 9, 5-11; 
CSEL 28, 1, pp. 273-281. 


78 Cf. the explanations to this text given by DarMais, Un traité de théologie 
contemplative, RAM 29 (1953), pp. 132 f., 135 f., 137, 139 and 159 with ref. 
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restoration, so as to integrate it into our particular context of media- 
tion.^? Man's fall was due to bodily desire and search for sensual lust. 
That is Maximus' basic conviction, and it is confirmed through his 
definition of self-love as love for the body, which he considers to be the 
root of all sins and passions and the primitive sin which caused the fall. 
But thanks to a providential arrangement by God lust is always united 
with a subsequent pain. Thus sensual lust leads to its own destruction, 
and man who seeks for such a lust is always punished by the pain which 
follows it. This is a providential arrangement, since it constitutes a sign 
that man's desire should be directed towards God, who alone is its true 
object and alone is able to satisfy him with true pleasure. But there is also 
another providential arrangement, which is closely linked with this. 
Man's fall led to his corruption; having failed to obtain immortality, he 
suffers death from then onwards. In this way man was doomed to 
destruction, though destined to live on. Instead of granting him immor- 
tality, God then safeguarded the continuing life of mankind through a 
secondary law of procreation—another than the original way of multi- 
plying himself which Maximus assumes that man had at his disposal in 
his unfallen state—a new law which did not violate the dialectic between 
pleasure and pain, but used it for its purpose. According to this 
arrangement man was to gain his life through an act of bodily desire and 
sensual pleasure, but this pleasure was to be immediately combined with 
pain and corruption: destruction of virginity, birth through pain and 
finally death. In this way, man was at the same time to become more and 
more enslaved by the law of sin which led to death, since he was always 
bound to find his own life through sensual pleasure, a pleasure which can 
never satisfy him but always leads to pain.?? 

Here, however, Maximus' general view of sexuality and of the 
distinction between male and female naturally comes into its right 
perspective. Sexual intercourse in fallen man is a sign of the disastrous 
dialectic between pleasure and pain, to which man is enslaved. The very 
term birth (»yevvnaus) is coloured by this fact, and for this reason is often 
put into sharp contrast with the more neutral term of "coming into 
existence" (yéveots). Through his very birth fallen man is bound to 
destruction on account of Adam's sin.™!! Only through Christ is man 
rescued from this prison, and his mode of life is renewed by being 


7? Cf. ch. III: B above. 

80 This divine pedagogical arrangement was intended to lead to freedom from any 
desirous attachment to the body, Maximus suggests in Amb 8; PG 91, 1104 B; cf. 
SHERWOOD, in Berichte zum XI. Intern. Byz.-Kongr., p. 16 ff. 

21 See e.g. Amb 31; PG 91, 1276 BC. 
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restored to its original ригрове.282 This liberation took place through ап 
act, in which Christ was born as a man and yet broke the sinful law of 
procreation. He was born by a woman like any child, but was conceived 
without seed (опора, which here represents the aspect of sensual 
pleasure) and also without destruction of the virginity of his mother 
(without фвора, which represents the aspect of consequent pain); and 
thus he was free to take upon himself a voluntary death which was in his 
case no longer a judgment upon fallen human nature but had become a 
judgment upon sin itself.?*9 Christ's coming into existence (yéveats) was a 
voluntary birth (yévvnos) implying a free acceptance of fallen nature, 
through which man could be saved from his slavery and was made free to 
enter a true relationship with God.** Through his own birth without 
sexual intercourse Christ also liberated mankind from the sinful distinc- 
tion, which existed between man and woman—a distinction which 
involves a relationship of sensual desire, which yet creates no lasting 
unity.25 | 

Here we are thus able to see what Maximus means by his assertion 
that in Christ there is "neither male nor female". The relationship 
between these two forms of mankind which we now know is one marked 
by sin. But in Christ it is overcome through a birth—a sinless way of 
coming into existence—which has destroyed man’s slavery both to lust 
and death.’ Consequently, there is no longer a necessary опорй and 
фдвора. The way is open once again for man to receive eternal life from 
God. That eternal life will be given to man after his resurrection, but it 
may certainly be anticipated already here on earth. To such an anticipa- 
поп man is now called through his second birth, that of baptism! 
through which he may pass from being to well-being. The being which 
fallen man possesses in this world is stained by the fall, and will not be 
finally changed until it is transformed after death into ever-being. In the 


22 The second part of Evagrius’ Letter to Melania (which was unknown to Frankenberg 
but is now known in its Syriac version through the ms. Br. Mus. Add. 17192) shows that this 
view found explicit support in Evagrius; see the important edition of the text by G. 
VITESTAM, p. 23 f. 

23 See Thal 61; CCSG 22, pp. 91-95; Amb 41; PG 91, 1313 CD and 42; 1341 
C.—Evagrius, ibid., p. 23 presents man as enslaved by “conception and birth". The 
difference between him and Maximus is, however, quite clear. Maximus stresses strongly 
the provisional character of this law of birth, through which life is preserved in spite 
of man's fall, while Evagrius even goes so far as to say that Christ is the divine leaven 
hidden in the dough "without any leaven of humanity" (ibid.; p. 24). 

24 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1316 D-1317 A. 

25 Amb 41; PG 91, 1309 A. 

#6 See Thal 61; CCSG 22, p. 93. 

27 Cf. p. 369 above. 
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meantime in Christ however, man has the freedom to pass from mere 
being to well-being, i.e. to pass through baptism into the vita practica 
with all its virtues, and the vita contemplativa with its spiritual contem- 
plations.?# 

This middle stage of well-being is the place in which we should 
therefore introduce the idea of an anticipating mediation between male 
and female. Maximus does not deny the value of marriage. It is the way in 
which man is born in this fallen world, and to reject it would be to reject 
the Creator, who has introduced it, and it would be Manichaeism.?? It 
remains a fact however that a generic sin is at work in the passible 
element itself.” But in the vita practica man is called to transform the 
passions of this element into virtues, supporting the spiritual commu- 
nion of the mind with God. Thus it is obviously in the practical exercise 
of these virtues that we are to find the true mediation between male and 
female. 


The result of the first mediation 


This last conclusion in fact is already evident with regard to Christ, 
whom Christians are called to follow and to imitate. For according to 
Maximus Christ himself in a mystical manner, through the Spirit 
removed the difference between male and female by freeing the common 
principle of nature (Aóyos фосєаѕ) of both male and female from the 
singularities which lead to passions.?! Through his obedience and his 
lack of misuse of the faculties, he thus liberated man from the difference 
between male and female.?? We ought, however, to notice the way in 
which this was done. Christ carried out this mediation by subsuming the 
singularities of male and female under their common Лоуоз, and also that 
he did it by avoiding the misuse of his (passible) faculties. The mediation 
is not effected by the elimination of anything which is human and which 
therefore pertains to man or woman, nor by the elimination of the 
passible faculties themselves. In both cases all is ordered under the 
common principle of human nature. And this ordering is clearly the 
result of mediation. 

Such an ordering under the direction of the principle of nature is in 
fact the aim of the vita practica, as well as of the vita contemplativa. And 

28 See e.g. Amb 42; PG 91, 1325 ВС. 

289 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1340 BC; cf. von BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 197. Misogynia is likewise 
unacceptable, cf. HAUSHERR, Philautie, p. 72. 

20 See Thal 21; CCSG 7, p. 131. 


21 Thal 48; CCSG 7, 333 ff. 
292 Amb 41; PG 91, 1309 A. 


380 Chapter Six: Performing the Task of Mediation 


in both cases we have seen that such a subordination does not imply the 
elimination of any element, but their right use, in support of the higher 
functions.?? And this fact leads us back to the spiritualized interpretation 
of “male and female". For what are anger and concupiscence but those 
passible faculties, which ought to be ordered and subordinated under 
reason and mind, in order to support man in his higher efforts? 

Thus this interpretation of “male and female" proves to be closely 
linked with the more literal interpretation. Male and female in passion- 
ate action are the main expressions of a sinful misuse of anger and 
concupiscence. Therefore, it is not surprising that in his commentary to 
the Lord's Prayer Maximus says, that anger and concupiscence are the 
signs and passions of a nature which is subject to corruption (фдора) and 
coming into being (»yeveaus).?* The relationship between the sinful law of 
procreation and a sinful use of the passible faculties of the soul is so close, 
that it is natural for Maximus to combine them in this way. But in Christ 
there are no such "signs", for in him the laws of sinful birth and 
corruption are broken.?* Thus Maximus is able to maintain that man's 
overcoming of the passions of these elements which brings them into a 
whole, directed by the Adyos in its relationship to Christ the Logos, is at 
the same time also a transcendence of the differentiation between male 
and female. For to describe such a transcendence in Christ 1s the aim of 
his exegesis of the Lord's Prayer.” 

Thus we see that Christ the Mediator who by his good use of all his 
faculties and by the ordering of the elements of his human make-up 
obeyed the divine principle of human nature, not only broke the sinful 
law of procreation, which was operative through misuse of the passible 
faculties and a maintenance of the distinction between male and female. 
He also paved the way for man’s task of mediation which, in anticipation 
of the final union of male and female, is to be worked out as an ordering 
of the passible faculties under Christ the Logos. Here as in Gregory of 
Nyssa the two aspects are, therefore, combined and interwoven in the 
perspective of a human life, where the passible faculties are used in their 
proper way: to direct and strengthen the mind and the whole of man in 
his relationship to God. Through the ‘spiritualized’ interpretation of 
"male and female" as anger and concupiscence such an anticipation in 
imitation of Christ is made possible here on earth.”” 

23 Cf. pp. 339-343 above. 

24 OrDom.; CCSG 23, p. 51. 

55 СЕ. ibid; p. 54 f. 


26 Cf. the conclusions reached by DaLMaiS, art. cit., e.g. p. 139. 
27 Von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 194 f., has underlined, in relation to his treatment of the 
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Again we have found that an overcoming of differences, as presented 
by Maximus, does not imply an elimination of them as such, but rather 
their proper use. Though sexual intercourse will not remain, Maximus 
shows clearly that the human faculties which it manifests, those of anger 
and concupiscence, will remain, in that they support man in his relation 
to God in Christ. And it is precisely this transformation of them into a 
positive support which is clearly the aim of man's work as mediator, for 
even this work is to be understood in terms of the Chalcedonian formula. 

That this Maximian idea of a good use and support from below as the 
aim of mediation is really relevant also for the differentiation between 
male and female, is finally demonstrated most clearly by Maximus 
himself in Amb 48, a section where he describes a cosmic communion 
with Christ the Logos. In this communion man is said to communicate 
through the different parts of Christ's body—and no parts are excluded. 
Among all these forms of communion there is one which is related to 
Christ's belly—a symbolism which obviously denotes a relationship to a 
true kind of passibility —and in describing this, Maximus makes clear 
that this kind of communion denotes a spiritual and positive use of man's 
generative power (то yóvıpov). This use is further said to imply—and 
notice here the concrete sensual and sexual imagery—that the soul 
becomes "pregnant" with spiritual contemplations, and carries within 
itself an ever-burning flame of desirous love (€pws), i.e. for God.?® 

Thus in the end even sexual experience represents to Maximus an 
aspect of man’s relationship to God, which has its proper place in his 
communion with Christ. In performing the first type of mediation man, 
therefore, may be said to restore this male-female aspect of human life to 
its proper place and use. Its transformation means its realization. 


7. Second mediation: between Paradise and the inhabited earth 


The second type and stage of mediation is related to Paradise and the 
inhabited earth. We are here again concerned with a difference caused by 
the fall of man. As regards the difference between male and female we 
noticed that mediation was effected through a renewed attention to, and 
a realization of their common principle of human nature. A similar 
reference to the common human Лоуоз is relevant also in this second 
“sexual synthesis", that anger and concupiscence in Maximus’ thinking are representative 
of all passions, and thus also of those which pertain to sexual relationship. Though he does 
not arrive explicitly at our conclusions concerning the realization of the sexual synthesis by 


men, he, therefore, seems to point in the same direction. 
28 PG 91, 1364 B, D. 
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mediation, and it is again effected through the vita practica. The only 
difference is that while in the first case it was the transformation of the 
basic passible faculties through the vita practica which dominated the 
picture, here it is rather the aspect of mortification which comes into the 
foreground; but the positive virtues particularly as they are summarized 
in equal love for one's neighbour also have a place. 

Some particular elements of Maximus' understanding of the second 
mediation are to be found, if we study his own short descriptions of it in 
Thal 48 and Amb 41. In the first text Maximus says about Christ that he 
has established the unity of the earth by removing the difference between 
the Paradise and the inhabited earth (окоуцетт).?? Thus here Paradise is 
of an earthly character." And in Amb 41 we likewise learn that it is the 
earth which is divided in this way.?! And of Christ Maximus says here 
that he sanctified the inhabited world (оїкоуиёрт) through his human 
behaviour, and entered Paradise after his death as he had promised one of 
the robbers (see Luke 23: 43), for to Christ there was no longer any 
difference between Paradise and the inhabited world. And when he 
appeared again in the latter after his resurrection and was together with 
his disciples, he manifested the restored unity of the earth and showed 
that it was again in accordance with its original Aóyos.? Finally we also 
learn that man, having revealed the one man and the one Лоуоз of human 
nature by way of his first mediation, is now called to unite Paradise and 
the inhabited world through his own conduct and so to make the earth 
one, so that it is no more divided on account of its different parts, but 
rather held together in relation to him, since he is no more attracted to 
any particular one of these parts. 

Thus we may conclude that in relation to the second mediation 
Maximus refers to differentiations of the created earth which have 
caused this basic distinction between Paradise and the rest of this world, 
and consequently to the fall of man which implied that he preferred the 
different sensual sensations of the created world to God as Creator. In 
Maximus' opinion, this fall, in its turn, implied a deeper and sinful 
differentiation according to the individual desires and угоца: of men, а 
differentiation which is overcome only through the virtues as expressions 
of love for God and one's neighbour. Thus the second mediation 

29 CCSG 7, p. 333 ff. 

3 On the idea of an earthly and sensible Paradise in Origen, cf. M. RAUER, Origenes 
oe T Paradies, in Studien zum Neuen Testament und zur Patristik (TU 77), pp. 

. 9^ PG 91, 1305 A. 


9? PG 91, 1309 В. 
33 PG 91, 1305 D. 
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concerns life on earth and divisions among men, which are to be 
overcome through a new moral behaviour in imitation of Christ, who 
made the earth one through his own conduct. 

It seems possible to discover two specific ideas in the background 
here: the idea of an earthly Paradise of moral conduct and virtues, and an 
interpretation of Luke 23: 43 in relation to this, which refers to an 
imitation of Christ in relation to the world and in particular to other 
human beings. Let us briefly study each of these ideas. 


А Paradise of virtues 


The idea of a Paradise of virtues— which is not explicitly stated by 
Maximus but only possibly presupposed as already known and so hinted 
а!-- fact goes back to early Alexandrian theology. Already in Philo we 
find an allegorical interpretation of the Genesis story, which contains 
this 1dea, and an interpretation of the Paradise itself as a symbol of 
virtue." Daniélou has shown that this line of interpretation continues— 
along with the typological exegesis of the text—first of all in Origen, 
Ambrose and Gregory of Nyssa.” Particularly in the writings of the 
latter two fathers there are clear examples of an allegorical exegesis which 
expresses the idea of a paradise of virtues. The trees of Paradise are the 
virtues, or the four rivers of Paradise are the four cardinal virtues, etc.3 
In these cases it is obvious that this kind of exegesis represents an 
immanentism, which is contrary to the literal and the Christological- 
typological interpretations, though these two types of understanding are 
sometimes found side by side. Even in the case of Origen the allegorical 
interpretations of Paradise seem not to have excluded the idea of an 
original earthly Paradise.*”’ 

Against this background Maximus’ contribution is particularly inter- 
esting, since it succeeds in combining an understanding of Paradise as an 
earthly reality with an idea which resembles that of a human paradise of 
virtues. The heavy attacks of an Epiphanius against Origen for spiritua- 
lizing the concept of Paradise"? would thus fail of their purpose in the 
case of Maximus. He presupposes an earthly Paradise, and he starts from 
the life of Christ, and yet he affirms a realization of the unity between 
Paradise and the rest of the earth which is effected through a virtuous 

** Cf. DANIÉLOU, Sacramentum futuri, p. 45 ff. 

95 DANIÉLOU, Op. cit., pp. 48 and 50 f. 

306 DANIELOU, ор. cit., pp. 50 f. 

9! For a revised understanding of Origen at this point, see RAUER, art. cit. 


308 See Panarion 64, 47; GCS Epiph. 2, p. 472 f.; cf. Ancoratus 54—55, 58 etc.; 1, pp. 63 
ff. and 67 ff. 
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life. The way to Paradise has been re-opened by Christ through his death, 
and in virtue of his truly human conduct. This fact may now be 
manifested by men through their own obedience to the divine command- 
ments in imitation of Christ, who shows “а godlike way to life". This 
combination of the two types of interpretation is characteristic of 
Maximus, as we can see for example in the beginning of the Liber 
asceticus.* 

But how 15 it possible for him to make such a combination? The only 
adequate answer 15, of course, that he sees this moral realization of the 
unity between Paradise and the inhabited earth as an anticipation of that 
human state of life which will be granted to true believers after their 
resurrection. The paradise of virtues is not for him an immanent 
substitute for the visible Paradise, but a manifestation in moral (and 
‘gnostic’) terms of the coherence in the Logos of the whole created world, 
a manifestation which is not least effective in man’s outward relation- 
ships to other created beings. 


Luke 23: 43 and the re-establishment of Paradise 


For this reason this first idea is, further, easily combined with a 
corresponding interpretation of Luke 23: 43, for there Christ’s death and 
resurrection safeguard the literal and historical relevance, while his 
promise to the penitent thief on the cross seems to imply immediate 
spiritual consequences related to this age. The explicit reference which 
Maximus makes to this text in Amb 41??? shows, in fact, that it plays a 
central róle in relation to his understanding of the second mediation. 
According to this interpretation, through his death and resurrection 
Christ reveals that there is no real difference between the different parts 
of the earth, and opens a free entry into Paradise. Consequently, his 
promise to the thief is an invitation to follow him in this realization of 
the unity of the created earth. Thus we are more or less bound to think 
that the thief represents all who follow Christ, and who thus effect the 
second type of mediation. 

In the older Christian interpretation of this text there are, in fact, at 
least two characteristics which point in the same direction. First of all, 
there is a certain stress on the close relationship between Christ's 
promise about Paradise and his descent into Hades?! And secondly, 

39 Asc 1; PG 90, 912 AB. 

30 See PG 91, 1309 B. 


2! On the close relationship between the motifs of ascension and descensus in early 
Christian reflection, see e.g. Beskow, Rex Gloriae, pp. 103-106 and 141—147 with ref.; cf. 
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there is also a conviction that Christ's words are directed to all 
Christians, and that this fact has some relevance for Christian mortifica- 
tion and spiritual exercises. Thus Origen closely links the promise of 
Luke 23: 43 with the sign of Jonah which Christ promises in Matt. 16: 4, 
and concludes that His descent into Hades is this sign.?? And he says that 
Christ's words to the thief are for all those, for whom Christ descended 
into Hades.?? Thus Christ's promise concerning Paradise is intimately 
related to his victorious suffering and death, and Origen concludes that 
Christ will lead Christians to Paradise, but at the same time at once refers 
to the remaining sufferings of the Christians, as they are presented in Col. 
1: 2414 

Gregory of Nyssa also combines Luke 23: 43 with Matt. 16: 4, but is 
eager to deny that Paradise itself is found in Hades (£&v vmox6oviows), or, 
of course, that Hades is found in Paradise. Thus we see that the 
Christ-like way through suffering and death, as well as through human 
mortification, is stressed by the Christian writers with regard to this text, 
and also that Christ paved the way to Paradise for all true followers of 
him and gave them the same promise as he gave to the thief. 

The same general understanding of the way back to Paradise is 
expressed by Maximus, when he says that Christ through his death led 
back to life him (i.e. man) who had been made dead through sin and in 
sin. But in one place (in Amb 53) he also gives а more detailed 
interpretation of the position of the two thieves. There he starts from one 
of the "difficulties" in Gregory Nazianzen's In sanctum Pascha, which 
says: "If you are crucified together (i.e. with Christ) as a robber, get 
acquainted with God as a wise опе”?! and gives four parallel interpreta- 
tions of this sentence. According to the first of these— which together 
with the third is of particular interest in our context—the wise thief is 
every man who suffers for his sins as one who is responsible, and who 
thus shares in himself the sufferings of the Aóyos who suffers innocently 
for his sake, and so gets to know the Logos who is simultaneously 
present.?! 
also J. KRoLL, Gott und Holle. Der Mythus vom Descensus-kampfe (StBW 20), Berlin 1932, 
и dc in Matth. 12, 3: GCS Orig. 10, p. 73, 1 ff. | 

33 Im Gen., hom. 15, 5; GCS Orig. 6, p. 134, 12 Е; cf. In Lev., hom. 9, 5; GCS Orig. 6, 
p. 425, 14 ff. 

314 See Exhort. 36; GCS Orig. 1, p. 33, 19 ff. 

33 In Christi resurr., or. 1; PG 46, 616 A. 

36 Char 2. 93; CSC, p. 140. 
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The thief is here understood as the man who is enslaved by his 
sensuality, but who accepts the consequent verdict of pain. For in so 
doing he becomes acquainted with Christ the Logos, who 1s present in the 
Aoyou of the world and suffers through his Incarnation. Such а man 
accepts his pain as a mortification—we can add: by transforming it into 
an active vita practica—and consequently he enters justly with his Aoyos 
into the land of true knowledge, “the paradise", that is to say а knowledge 
through which he becomes acquainted with the reason of his own 
suffering.” The imprudent thief, on the other hand, is the one who 
because of his sinful угфит does not get to know Ше Лоуов of righteous- 
ness, which suffers with him out of love for men (giAavOpw7ia).* 
Symbolically the thieves are thus understood as types of the individual 
man who is enslaved by sin, but reference is also made to the cosmic 
incarnation and suffering of Christ after the pattern of his suffering on 
Golgotha. And the prudence of the penitent thief 15 interpreted as his 
acceptance of pain as a voluntary mortification, by which he is prepared to 
enter into the paradise of higher knowledge. 

The second interpretation of the same text is less interesting to us 
here, though it deals with man when he is approaching the end of his 
life.?! The third interpretation, however, is of a special interest. There we 
learn that everybody is by nature, since he consists of soul and body, a 
double thief who, according to the double law which belongs to his two 
constituent elements, is mystically crucified together with the Logos for 
virtue's sake. For on the one hand the law of his flesh conflicts with the 
Лоуоз of virtue like an imprudent thief, and on the other hand the law of 
the spirit is received like a wise thief, together with the saving Logos 
through the modes (трото:) of the vita practica, which even though they 
are toilsome, prepare a way of entrance into the place of the festival (1.e. 
the paradise) of complete knowledge. ? Here again it is thus the 
voluntary mortification which is put into the foreground, and the 
suffering and repentent thief is its symbol. And since this way of life, 
manifested in the vita practica, expresses those modes which are in 
accordance with the Aoyos of humanity, it also contains the incarnate 
Logos himself, who by being allowed to be present in the virtues of men 
opens the way to the paradise of full communion with God. Again the 
idea of a continuing incarnation of Christ builds the bridge between a 
literal and an allegorical understanding of the text. 

3? See ibid., 1373 A. 

320 Loc. cit. 
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The fourth interpretation adds very little to the others seen from our 
point of view. Nevertheless it repeats the idea that the wise thief is a man 
who mortifies his passions, and is thus deemed worthy to be crucified 
with Christ, yes even on his right side, which implies that he performs his 
virtuous acts with reason and knowledge and is no stumbling block to 
any human being.*? Maximus then goes on to show that there is thus a 
crucifixion with Christ the Logos which takes place even at the higher 
stages of spiritual perfection, and that through it man is made fit to enter 
a paradise, both in this world and in the world to come where there is no 
longer any need for a forgiveness of sins.?^ 


А new relationship to other human beings 


We have thus noticed that Luke 23: 43 is interpreted by Maximus in such 
a way as to unite a more historical and literal understanding of Christ's 
crucifixion with an allegorical application of it to the individual sinner in 
his sanctification, and that the mediating link is the idea of a cosmic and 
moral incarnation of Christ the Logos in the Абуог. But this implies, in its 
turn, that the way to Paradise which this interpretation presents, passes 
through a practice of mortification, which is voluntary but contains a 
pain which is in itself a result of sin. And therefore, we can also conclude 
that Christ's mediation between Paradise and the inhabited earth of 
sinners leads to a continuing suffering and crucifixion in the sinners 
themselves, in which they are allowed to share actively in order that 
thereby they may arrive at a true knowledge and full communion with 
God. It is that human conduct which implies a virtuous acceptance of 
mortification which effects this mediation. 

But it leads us further on, even to a new relationship with other 
human beings. The repentant thief arrives at an insight into the cause of 
his pain, and thus accepts it. And therefore he is no stumbling block to 
other human beings. This latter aspect of the interpretation of the 
penitent thief is more clearly emphasized in another text, Ep 11. There 
Maximus underlines the attitude of God in Christ (his фіЛаубротіо) 
which transforms harlots and publicans and thieves, and thus brings 
them with Him into Paradise. Thereby we are to learn what love for men 
(gtAav6pw7ia) and gentleness is, and neither to sin any more, nor to be 
unfriendly and hostile towards sinners.?? Thus the divine фіЛаудротіа 

33 Ibid.: 1373 D-1376 A.—The ancient symbolism of “the right hand side” denotes 
that which is good and valuable. Cf. e.g. the róle of the angels on the right hand of God in 
Origen, see 5. T. BETTENCOURT, Doctrina ascetica Origenis (SA 16), Rome 1945, p. 9 ff. 


34 See ibid.; 1376 B. 
35 PG 91, 456 BC. 
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is to be imitated by repentant sinners and thieves, whose attitude to 
others should be the same as God's towards them. | | 

Now we know that for instance in Cent. de char. Maximus 15 always 
very eager to point out that love for one's neighbour should imply 
tolerance and gentleness towards the insults, injustice and hostility of 
others, and therefore we can easily see that this imitation of the divine 
фЛатброта itself forms part of the sufferings of virtuous mortifica- 
tion.?5 But already in relation to the first type of mediation a conscious 
consideration of the common principle of human nature alone, without 
false regard for its diversities, was involved. In the case of this second 
mediation the situation is the same. The process of mortification on 
account of one's own sin, which liberates the Aóyos from its slavery, 
allows no place for any consideration of the moral differences, or other 
distinctions, among men. The modes of the vita practica contain all the 
positive uses of individual characteristics in the service of the common 
principle. Here Maximus speaks of a mutual communication between 
men, a communication by which Christ is again said to be present. But 
for this very reason the common human Aóyos alone should be consid- 
ered, since it integrates all that is human. 

In relation to the first mediation we referred to Gal. 3: 28. Here we 
may refer e.g. to the parallel text of Col. 3: 11; the corresponding 
distinction between Barbarian and Scythian in that text 1s interpreted by 
Maximus precisely in accordance with what we have just said. Maximus 
says that this distinction, now removed in Christ, signifies the separation 
within one and the same human nature, which results from the sinful 
revolt of men according to their own particular yvójm.?* This revolt 
expresses the very nature of sin, since it is marked by the fundamental 
sinful search for pleasure which leads inescapably to pain. 


The transformation of earthly pain 


In relation to the first mediation we noticed that though the difference 
between male and female is removed through their integration into the 
higher unity of human nature, this fact nevertheless implies that the basic 
powers and faculties which are at work in the fallen relationship between 
man and woman are not eliminated but transformed into a spiritual and 
positive use of man's generative power. Is there also in the second type of 
mediation a corresponding positive function left to those parts which 


226 Cf. our presentation of detachment in ch. V: B, 3; pp. 306-309 above. 

3" See Ep 2; PG 91, 401 В. l 

э OrDom; CCSG 23, p. 55. On the rôle and function of yrapn, see рр. 213-218 
above. 
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constituted the division, so that a proper place is granted to what is 
natural in the differentiation itself? It is Maximus' opinion that individu- 
al desires which cut human nature asunder are transformed in Christ into 
individual virtues, between which there is a mutual communication in the 
service of the whole life of Christ as it is present in human virtues as a 
whole. A reference to this opinion is, of course, one of the possible 
answers to our question. Even in the case of sinful differentiation the 
mediation in Christ is a true mediation, in that it does not entirely 
eliminate but transforms the original causes of separation. 

But a further answer is also possible. We have seen that the mediation 
between Paradise and the inhabited earth is effected by man in imitation 
of Christ through a voluntary mortification which implies an acceptance 
of the painful results of sin as positive suffering. Thus even the sinful 
conditions themselves which now divide mankind may be granted a 
spiritual use which leads to true communion with God. And is not this 
fact a further sign that mediation in Maximus' view is no simple 
elimination of distinctions, but allows for a combination of an element of 
differentiation, positively evaluated, and a corresponding element of 
unification? 

This stress on a positive acceptance of the pains which are inherent in 
fallen human conditions, is in fact not confined to Maximus' discussion 
of the second mediation, or of the crucifixion of the thief together with 
Christ. Virtuous life in general, in Maximus' opinion, is inescapably 
connected with labours (пого:).2? They are an obvious consequence of 
the dialectic between pleasure and pain which the fall has inaugurated.?? 
The chain of this dialectic is broken in Christ, and thanks to baptism 
Christians share in this work of liberation, but it is to be fully realized 
through a voluntary acceptance of a kind of pain.?! As in Christ's death 
the judgment on human nature changed into a judgment on sin, so in the 
life of Christians this judgment is taken over, and its weapon is used for 
the annihilation of personal sin, in imitation of Jesus??? 


?? See e.g. Char, 2. 34; CSC, p. 108 and Ep 2; PG 91, 400 B. A similar idea is frequently 
found in Christian ascetic literature. It may be in the form of a doctrine of the flagella Dei as 
in Gregory the Great (cf. R. GILLET, Spiritualité et place du moine dans l'Eglise selon Saint 
Grégoire le Grand, in Théologie de la vie monastique, p. 337 and n. 60), or simply in the 
form of the conviction that monastic life is kóros and zrévos as later in Theodore Studites 
(cf. J. Leroy, Saint Théodore Studite, op. cit., p. 431). For Theodoret of Cyrus, for example, 
the term móvos simply denotes ascetic practice (cf. P. CANIVET, Théodoret et le monachisme 
Syrien avant le concile de Chalcédoine, op. cit., pp. 274 and 277, n. 221). 

30 See from a negative aspect Char 2. 58; CSC, p. 122. 

31 See the interpretations of the penitent thief above, and further e.g. Thal 61; CCSG 
22, p. 99 and Char 2. 66; CSC, p. 124. 

32 See Thal 61; ibid, p. 99. The New Testament (Pauline) background of this 
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Such a voluntary suffering leads to a blessed knowledge of the cause of 
pain, i.e. to an insight into the conditions of fallen life, and the guilt and 
responsibility of man over against God the Creator. Such a painful truth 
is in fact necessary, if man is to be fully restored. Only through these 
labours does he arrive at a true detachment, and this is one of their 
positive results.” But Maximus goes even further and affirms that also 
“natural contemplation” contains labour (zóvos), through which man 
arrives at a knowledge of truth.” 

Labours often also appear in inter-human relations. There they take 
the form of insults, etc., and they ought to be endured as a penance, 
necessarily combined with humility.* They are overcome, however, 
through an equal love for all which borrows some of its characteristics 
from detachment.? But these labours are never merely a blind result of 
the fallen state of mankind. Seen from another aspect afflictions of all 
kinds—even in the form of demons—are among the things permitted by 
God, and in one place Maximus, referring to others, enumerates five 
reasons for this. Of these reasons the second is of a particular interest in 
our context, since it states that, by acquiring virtue in compal and labour 
(тбуо), men should be helped to hold it fixed and steadfast. And in Ep 
2 Maximus emphasizes in the same manner that virtues and labours 
together purify the Aóyos of man.*” | | 

Thus even the labours, which are the differentiated forms of pain due 
to man's fall, are given a positive function within the Spiritual develop- 
ment of man in Christ. Through development of his virtues, 1n free 
acceptance of these labours, man thus follows Christ on his victorious 
way through death to Paradise. And in so doing, man also manifests the 
conviction is clear. On this topic, see e.g. E. Larsson, Christus als Vorbild, Uppsala 1962, 
et EE CCSG 7, p. 405. For an analysis of Thal 51, see BLOWERS, ор. cit., p. 
245, n. 168. 

34 See Thal 50; CCSG 7, p. 383. 

35 See Char 1. 28; CSC, p. 58 and 4. 88; p. 232. 

36 See ibid., 3. 87; p. 186. 

37 Cf. ch. V: B, 3; pp. 306-309 above. 

» PG St ane pie terms should also be mentioned in this context. 
There is, first of all, an affliction (лл) which characterizes this world, see Expos. in Ps. 
59; CCSG 23, p. 21 and Ep 35; PG 91, 629 B. Maximus distinguishes here between a Bijus 
Tups and a ели оЛёдриоѕ, see Gnost 2.95 (PG 90, 117 2 Ay; cf. VON BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 
540. Man is further called to a grief (Adan) which is in accordance with God's mind, and 
which is sometimes identified with róvos (see Ep 4; PG 91, 413 А-420 B and Thal 58; 
CCSG 22, p. 35 ff.). This grief for sin is, finally, even called пЕудов, see Thal 56; CCSG 22: 
р. 3 ff. (On the concept of «év0os in general in the Eastern Christian tradition, see 
Нлозневв, Penthos. La doctrine de la componction dans l'Orient chrétien, Orientalia 
Christiana Analecta 132, Rome 1944.) 
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fact that in God's purpose for creation there is only one earth. In 
obedience to God's commandments this may be effected even in this 
world in virtue of Christ's Incarnation. 

We ended our analysis of the first mediation with a reference to Amb 
48, with its description of a spiritual manducation, which at the same 
time is a kind of cosmic communion through the different members of 
Christ's body as it is incarnate in the world. Here too such a reference is 
proper. And since we are again dealing with an aspect of the vita practica, 
it is perhaps Maximus’ description of the spiritual eating of “the hands of 
Christ" which is particularly relevant. For here we learn that those are to 
eat of his hands who direct the entire practical energy of their soul to the 
fulfilment of God's commandments, and as we have seen, it is through 
Christ's presence in the laborious development of the virtues—in 
response to these commandments—that Christians are allowed to enter 
the paradise of higher spiritual communion, which makes the world one. 


8. Third mediation: between heaven and earth 


If the first two forms of mediation are to be referred to the vita practica, it 
is equally obvious that the next two mediations are intimately connected 
with the vita contemplativa, and that the third mediation represents its 
lower form, i.e. the contemplation of sensible creatures. This third type 
of mediation is defined as a unification of heaven and earth through man 
in Christ, and, according to Maximus’ presentations in Thal 48 and Amb 
41, contains the following characteristics. 

It has been effected by Christ in that he ascended into heaven with his 
earthly body, consubstantial with ours, and thereby demonstrating the 
unity of sensible nature through the elimination of the particularity of its 
separating division.**! This demonstration shows that in the end there is 
only one nature of sensible things, which is thus inclined (vevovaa) 
towards itself.?? This realization in Christ also implies a restoration of 
man to his original vocation which is to effect this mediation in his own 
life. This he does, by allowing his life to resemble—as far as is possible 
for man—the virtuous perfection of the angels. Through the lightness of 
the spirit he gains victory over bodily heaviness by means of a continuing 
spiritual ascent towards heaven in desire for God.” Thus Maximus 


describes it as a kind of angelic life of contemplation of the sensible 


30 PG 91, 1364 D. 

*! Amb 41; PG 91, 1309 BC. 

42 Thal 48; CCSG 7, p. 235. 

33 Amb 41; PG 91, 1305 D-1308 A. 
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creation in its oneness in the Logos, which at the same time involves an 
ascent into heaven with Christ while already here on earth. But how more 
specifically does he conceive of this process? We shall try to analyse the 
different elements of his description in their proper context. 


Likeness to the angels 


First of all, Maximus stresses the likeness to the angels which 15 
contained in the third mediation. He does indeed underline this likeness 
in other instances as well, but here he mostly follows his predecessors. He 
says for instance that he who loves God necessarily leads an “апрейс life" 
on earth,’ a statement which probably reflects the general ancient 
Christian idea that monastic life is in a special sense an angelic life.?? As 
to the róle of angels in general and the content of an angelic life, 
Maximus also agrees with his predecessors. To Origen for instance angels 
and demons played a very great róle, and the good angels were to him of 
immense importance for man's spiritual perfection." Gregory of Nyssa 
for his part emphasized the angelic character of the original state of man, 
and human spiritual perfection as a participation in angelic joy.* The 
idea of likeness to the angels as a perfection of man, and a similar stress 
on participation in their joy is also found in Ps.-Denis," who is 
particularly well-known for his extensive meditation upon the mysteries 
of the world of angelic powers.?? Evagrius closely follows Origen and the 
Egyptian monastic tradition and stresses both the pedagogical function 
of the angels and the ascetic state of likeness to them.’ 

Likewise Maximus himself insists that the angelic good powers assist 
us in the good and exhort us to pursue it.**' He further mentions а vir- 
tuous likeness to the angels as forming part of man’s spiritual develop- 
ment, and within the ascetic context he particularly emphasizes that such 


*4 Char 1. 42; CSC, p. 64. 

35 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 250, n. 32. On this monastic concept of “angelic life” in 
the Christian tradition in general against its New Testament background, see further Е. уом 
Severus, Bios angelikos. Zum Verständnis des Ménchleben als “Engelsleben” in der 
christlichen Überlieferung, Мапа Laach (1960), pp. 73-88 and my own art. Anglalivet i 
munkgestalt, Kyrkohistorisk årsskrift 1972, pp. 59-83 (with a summary in English). 

36 Cf. e.g. DANIÉLOU, Origene, Paris 1948, pp. 235-243. See also BETTENCOURT, 
Doctrina ascetica Origenis, pp. 24-28 and 33 f. 

мт Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 165 (see further also p. 95) and 
VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 72. 

48 Cf. VOLKER, loc. cit. 

49 Cf. VOLKER, op. cit., pp. 120-141 with ref. 

350 See e.g. De orat. 80-81; PG 79, 1184 D-1185 A; 113; 1192 D and Cent. gnost. 3. 65; 
PO 28, p. 125. 

331 See Char 2. 32; CSC, р. 108 and 3. 93-94; p. 188. 


Third mediation: between heaven and earth 393 


a likeness implies an angelic peace which consists of love for God and 
love for one another." Maximus also analyses the knowledge of God and 
of his creation which is possessed by the angels, the likeness to which 
man is called to acquire himself. | 

This last analysis obviously is of a particular interest in relation to Ше 
third and fourth mediation. The angels know God's creation in an 
immediate way (i.e. they know its Aoyou directly) but according to 
Maximus not without restriction, since they do not know it from within 
the divine Wisdom as God does. They likewise know God through 
participation and not as He knows Himself.?* But what is most impor- 
tant here, however, is that the angels are not ignorant of anything which 
in the created world is divided into parts, since all that they know, they 
know from Ше side of the Aóyo: themselves and thus understand all the 
differentiations of creation.” It is to such a knowledge that man, too, is 
called by the grace of God, and this means that the differentiation of 
things, which to the fallen mind is a continual cause of confusion, since 
man's desire is directed towards the world in its diversity and not 
towards the divine aim of human life, becomes in itself no longer a 
hindrance to a true knowledge, once the Logos in the Aóyo has been 
grasped. But in order to arrive at this point man has to leave his affective 
relationship to this world and ascend to spiritual contemplation. 

If we now look again at the other characteristics of the third 
mediation, it immediately becomes clear that it is precisely this kind of 
ascent which 1s involved, and this is the reason why reference is made to 
the likeness to the angels. The third mediation is thus that which is 
effected at the very border line between the vita practica and the vita 
contemplativa. Likeness to the angels implies not only that inner peace 
which is at the culmination of the vita practica? and which true 
contemplation presupposes, but also a participation in the immediate 
character of angelic knowledge. 

Now it is clear, that the third mediation refers to this earlier stage of 
peace and preparation for higher contemplation which thus unites 
heaven and earth, while the fourth mediation refers to the second stage 
which also implies an angelic form of knowledge. The form of 


mediation with which we are now concerned 15 thus to be understood as 


32 Ibid, 4. 36; p. 208. 

33 See ibid. 3. 21; p. 152; cf. PEGoN, SCH 9, p. 130, n. 1. 

34 See also Char 3. 22; CSC p. 152. 

35 See ibid. 3. 34; p. 160. 

36 Cf. Ep 2; PG 91, 396 АВ. 

357 See the two references to angels related to the third and the fourth mediation 
respectively in Amb 41; PG 91, 1305 D and 1308 A. 
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one which is realized in man's breaking away from his subservience to 
this world, in search for knowledge about God as Creator as seen through 
the principles of His creation. Therefore, it is also understood as an 
ascension with Christ and an imitation of him.^* 


Ascension with Christ the Incarnate 


The idea of an ascension with Christ, however, is not only connected 
with faith in his historical ascension in human form to the right hand of 
his Father. As in the case of the vita practica and the first two mediations, 
it is also intimately linked with Maximus' dominant idea of a universal 
incarnation of Christ the Logos in Ше world.* This incarnation takes 
place in words and letters in the Scripture, but also in created things 
through the Лоуо which are held together by the universal Logos. Thus 
Maximus says that the Logos who nourished the angels (notice the 
reference to angelic contemplation) “became thick" in this manifold 
incarnation among 05.26 He is also said to “become thick” in the virtues 
of the vita practica. 

But from there Maximus goes on to say that in the same way he may 
be said to “become thin” іп the man of contemplation.*® There is thus a 
spiritual ascent in contemplation which, as it were, follows Christ on his 
way back to his Father. The divine condescension of Christ to man thus 
leads man on to the corresponding human ascension to God. Therefore, 
Maximus also says that for him who seeks the Лоуов concerning God only 
according to the flesh, the Lord does not ascend to his Father, but for 
those who seek it through high contemplations he does азсеп.2 Or in 
another formulation: Those who having conquered their passions in the 
vita practica, turn to “gnostic philosophy” (i.e. “natural contempla- 
tion"), *allow" the Logos to return to his Father." Or to choose the 
imagery of the transfiguration of Christ: The disciples are prepared 


3555 On Christ's ascension as prototype for the fulfilment of the life of Christians already 
in Pauline theology, see LARSSON, op. cit., p. 260 ff. 

39 Cf. ch. II: 4; pp. 75-79 above. 

30 See Amb 33; PG 91, 1285 C. 

361 Gnost 2. 37; PG 90, 1141 С. 

3$ Thid. 2. 47; 1145 B. 

%3 Ibid. 2. 94; 1169 B.—Isolated from other Maximian texts these last statements 
might seem to imply that man leaves the vita practica and is in no further need of it, when 
he starts his progress to contemplation, but such an interpretation is entirely contrary to 
Maximus' intentions. Especially in Cent. gnost., where he deals primarily with different 
forms of contemplation and mystical knowledge, he underlines strongly the necessity to 
advance further than just to the vita practica, but he does not regard “natural contempla- 
tion" as a necessary prerequisite for deification (cf. pp. 341 f. and 348 f. above). 
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through virtue to ascend to the mount with Christ, where he is revealed 
to them through contemplation.“ 

This ascension itself implies a kind of spiritual assimilation to the 
life of the angels. This becomes particularly clear in Maximus’ commen- 
tary on the Lord’s Prayer, where the third petition gives him an occasion 
to underline that unity between men and angels which consists in 
a common individual obedience to the divine will. When this obedi- 
ence is realized, a similar inner peace is also established, which implies 
that the tendencies of the concupiscible and irascible faculties to revolt 
have been destroyed and that the rational faculty alone is ruling in 
man.*® 

This unity of will and God-ward movement between men and angels, 
which is manifested in man’s ascent to contemplation on the basis of 
Christ’s condescension towards man, may also be put into a wider cosmic 
perspective. To the corresponding movements of divine condescension 
and human ascension in Christ, which are immediately related to the 
salvation of man, corresponds in its turn a cosmic interaction of 
expansion and contraction (дьоотойп and оуотоЛ?).388 This reciprocal 
movement—towards unity in one Aóyos and towards individualized 
realization of this Aóyos in the created particularities—is always under- 
stood from a Christological presupposition and in anthropological terms. 
In this its other aspect, however, human ascension is, consequently, also 
to be interpreted as a participation in the cosmic motion of contraction. In 
contemplation man follows this contraction: indeed by following it he 
also realizes it through himself, because contemplation of the Adyou of 
things in their unity keeps these things together, since it implies their 
proper use and obedience to the purpose of Christ’s reconciling incarnate 
presence in them. Thus there is a cosmic movement of the individual 
elements, which makes them more and more like the general principle of 
the reasonable substance as such, and which man follows in his act of 
contemplation. In the things themselves there is a desire for well-being, a 
tendency away from what is merely individual and differentiated, which. 
man shares with them. And thus is revealed to man a Logos which is one 
and the same for all.?°’ 


34 See Amb 10; PG 91, 1125 D. 

33 See OrDom; CCSG 23, р. 57 Е; cf. DaLMAIS, RAM 29 (1953), p. 141 f. 

36 Cf. ch. JI: 1 and 6; pp. 60 f. and 81 ff. above. 

%7 See Thal 2; CCSG 7, p. 51. Von IVANKA, Der philosophische Ertrag, JOBG 7 (1958), 
pp. 23-49, sees this dynamism of unification of the Cosmos in the Logos as the decisive 
argument in Maximus’ refutation of Origenism—even to such an extent that he sometimes 
seems to neglect the aspect of differentiation, as it is preserved in Maximus even in his 
theology of unification. 
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In this way a mediation takes place when man breaks away from his 
dependence on earthly impulses. He is allowed to know Ше Aoyor of 
things, first of all of sensible things, without being sensually attracted to 
them, and to know all these Лоуо: as one Logos. At the same time 
however he also feels the opposite movement of expansion, which allows 
the one Logos to be known as many Лоуо in the “natural contemplation" 
of the difference and manifoldness of creation. The angels share this 
knowledge, but what is significant here is that this theology of the Лоуо:, 
which corresponds rather well to the mystical contemplation of the 
angels in Ps.-Denis, is always centred on Christ, the Logos, and this 
means that the stress on the importance of angels in Maximus is never 
allowed to minimize the cosmic importance of Christ and his 
Incarnation—as is to some extent the case in Ps.-Denis.?? For Maximus 
it is more valuable than anything else in relation to God's creation to be 
able to underline that the many Aóyo: are the one Logos.*” All things are 
defined by their own Лоуо and by those of the things around them, and 
are circumscribed by them,?" and yet all are parts of the cosmic Logos, 
who is Christ incarnate in things. 

This last fact now leads us to an important consequence. The ascent 
in the vita contemplativa from what is merely a "practical" use of 
sensible things themselves in the virtues of the vita practica, an ascent 
through which the Logos becomes “thin”, for Maximus never signifies 
that man passes outside the realm of the Incarnation of the Son of God. 
As a person in the Godhead, Christ is above all Aoyou, and therefore even 
the presence which is open to the contemplative mind of man is due 
entirely to the divine condescension, and is an aspect of this incarnation. 
Thus there is a spiritual communion with the body of Christ taking place 
at the stage of contemplation, which is not different in principle from the 
communion through the virtues of the vita practica. 

The mind which is engaged in “natural contemplation” certainly has 
as its head the Logos of faith himself who is here revealed as the Creator 
of all that is, but the “woman” of this mind (see 1 Cor. 11: 3) is still the 
sensibility with which this contemplation is necessarily united.*" On the 
one hand, man is always a composite unity of body and soul. The 
Godhead, on the other, is always above all created elements, however 
subtle they may be. And for this double reason there is no other 


368 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1077 C. 
369 Cf. DALMAIS, art. cit., p. 141. 
30 Amb 7; PG 91, 1081 ВС. 
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32 See Thal 25; CCSG 7, p. 162. 
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communion with God available to man ich j i 
ноаен асац , but that which is due to divine 

Thus Maximus points out that the Лоуов of sensible thi z 
flesh of the Logos which is being revealed, in the same ei id 
of intelligible things are his blood. And thus it is made clear that ihe 
Logos himself is “Ше teacher"—i.e. the revealer—of both kinds of 
Ayo, the understanding of which constitutes a spiritual communion 
with the Logos.*” And the body of Christ which, according to the Gospel, 
was besought by Joseph of Arimathea,"^ seen in the same perspective, 
not only symbolizes the different elements of man, or the command- 
ments, or the virtues—in all of which the Logos is present —but also the 
very Aóyov of things themselves.??? 


The “cosmic liturgy” 


Through Christ, the Creator Logos who is in Ше Лоуо which аге 
contemplated in the stages of “natural contemplation" — those of sensi- 
ble things and of intelligible things—the whole creation is one. And that 
is why the ascent of man to contemplation also involves the revelation of 
this basic unity—and a mediation, which is first of all between heaven 
and earth. When the contemplative mind follows Ше Абуог of sensible 
things to their common source, it finds that there is, in the end, only one 
nature—active of course in a differentiated existence in the lower natures 
of the different species—which inclines towards itself? That is not to 
say, that there are no differences, nor that those differences which we can 
see are mere fancies, but that all the Лоуо: are reducible to a common 
Aoyos which unites them all in a common purpose established by God in 
His creation. And thus, says Maximus, the whole creation is in fact 
one— “like another man"—completely perfected through the mutual 
interaction of its parts, and inclined (ребоуоо) towards itself according to 
one and the same idea.*” Already in this third type of mediation man is 
on his way to this final insight, and to its realization through man himself 
as contemplative mind. 

The ascension and mediation which we have now described is, to 
conclude, understood by Maximus as a “cosmic liturgy”, to use the 
characteristic title of von Balthasar’s study. Maximus himself makes this 


very clear in his interpretation of the Liturgy, in which also the whole 


33 See Thal 35; CCSG 7, р. 239. 
?^ Luke 23: 52. 
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cosmic work of mediation is 1n fact described. Thus in relation to the 
third mediation we read in chapter 23 of the Mystagogia, that the first 
entrance during the Synaxis symbolizes the human exodus out of this 
world, as seen in its mutually contradictory diversity, through a “natural 
contemplation" —of things but also of divine providence—which, by the 
assistance of the angels, leads on to its (‘logical’) culmination in the 
Gospel (i.e. the revelation of the Logos himself). And this liturgical— 
and cosmic— process taken altogether is understood to be a symbol of 
the ‘psychic’ virtues (i.e. not the virtues of the flesh, nor yet the spiritual 
virtues).*”* Thus we are indirectly brought back here to that consideration 
of the role of the angels and of man's likeness unto them in virtues, which 
Maximus presented to us in his basic description of the third mediation 
itself.?? Supported from beneath by all the virtues, man performs his 
mediating function between heaven and earth, in that he finds in Christ 
the creative principle of all that part of creation which he can recognize 
with his senses, and through the grace of God he contemplates Him in it 
as one. He sees the multitude of things, but through them he knows the 
one Logos. The world is held together in its differentiation, and what he 
experiences with his senses he thus knows with his reasonable mind. 

But since this knowledge is strictly consequent upon the Incarnation 
of Christ, the process of this third mediation is, from another point of 
view, to be seen as another form of man's spiritual manducation of the 
body of Christ, as it is presented in Amb 48. But this time what we find 15 
rather a communion with “the eyes of Christ", for this form of 
manducation is described in the following way: He who should eat of 
"the eyes of Christ" 15 the one who 15 able to understand the visible 
creation in a spiritual way, and thus 15 capable of bringing together the 
Лоуо of the things which he has grasped through his senses and his mind 
into one single glorification of God.’ Such a glorification is involved in 
the contemplation of God as the Creator in Christ, who holds all together 
in a providential whole, differentiated and yet one. 


9. Fourth mediation: between intelligible and sensible creation 


We noticed earlier that Maximus accepts the Evagrian distinction 
between five types of contemplation which are open to the human 
mind.?? Within the field of natural contemplation” in the strictest sense 


38 Муз 23; PG 91, 697 С-700 В. 
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this system includes a distinction between contemplation of visible and 
invisible, i.e. between sensible and intelligible, creatures? This last 
differentiation, however, also forms the basis of the distinction between 
the third and the fourth mediation. There are thus two types of 
mediation within the vita contemplativa, as there are within the vita 
ргасиса. Against this background it becomes obvious that our analysis of 
E а 15 to a very large extent relevant for the fourth. We 
shall then sim oint out certai Isti i ul 

ERR E ра с: n characteristics which are particularly 

Maximus' descriptions of the fourth type of mediation as found in 
Amb 41 and Thal 48 may be summarized in the following five points 

a) It is a mediation which unites the sensible and intelligible things of 
God's creation? The elements between which man is here called to 
mediate thus both belong to the created order. Their difference is 
therefore, ontological, but it is not ‘theological’. The created status of 
intelligible beings is not, according to Maximus’ theology, essentially 
different from the created status of sensible things, as tends to be the case 
within Origenist speculation with its idea of a primitive henad of 
intelligible beings and of two acts of creation. 

b) The fourth mediation was effected by Christ in his continuing 
ascension through the divine and intelligible orders of angelic powers 
with soul and body, i.e. with the whole human nature.?5 This is a crucial 
point which Maximus is evidently very eager to stress, for it is precisely 
this ascension of human nature as a whole, in its composite character 
into the heavenly world which manifests the unity of the whole creation. 
In other words it is the Incarnation of Christ the Logos in human nature 
which makes this manifestation possible, and as a divine revelation it 
remains itself an incarnation. Human nature is carried by Christ through 
the angelic hierarchies on to the Father. 

с) Furthermore this fact implies that Christ has revealed in himself 
the common inclination (avvvevaus) of all creation into one undivided 
and non-disintegrating' whole in accordance with one universal Лоуов-- 
which is in Christ. The ascending movement of Christ returning to his 
Father, enclothed in his humanity, through all the different orders of 
created being (the third and fourth mediation) thus corresponds to an 


“2 See Char 1. 78; CSC, p. 80. 
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inclination in creation itself towards its unity in the Logos. And this 
inclination is manifested by Christ on man's behalf. 

d) But in doing this he has also shown that there is, in fact, one 
common Aóyos for Ше whole of creation—regardless of the basic 
dichotomy which differentiates the intelligible and sensible—a common 
principle which holds it all together, but is itself hidden in God's good 
counsel.*®’ 

e) Finally, man is called, as in the beginning, to perform this 
mediation in Christ through a likeness—in knowledge—to the angels, 
which implies, according to Maximus, that there is no longer any 
difference between positive knowledge and supreme ignorance. Man 
through his acquisition of the same knowledge as that possessed by the 
angels, may also be granted in the end an immediate knowledge of God, 
which is itself an impenetrable and inexpressible insight." The higher 
form of “natural contemplation” which is involved in this type of 
mediation brings man to the limit of his possible knowledge and to the 
very border-line between revelation and apophatic theology. 

Thus the fourth mediation effects a reduction of all the Aoyou of 
things—without their annihilation, of course—to one single principle, 
the very principle of creation itself, which keeps it all together before 
God. No further reduction is possible; only the mystery of God himself is 
left for man to desire and to try to penetrate into. Intelligible realities and 
revealed divine attributes—understood through an analogical process 
which depends on created things—properly belong to Ше mind.?? But 
beyond this point man cannot reach on account of his composite nature 
and microcosmic constitution. If in the fifth mediation he does nonethe- 
less reach beyond this point, it is only thanks to mystical illumination.” 
Here, however, what is important is to notice this border line, for it is the 
fact that it is placed exactly at this point which is decisive for Maximus' 
understanding of the common principle of created beings. 


А common Лоуов of all creation 


There remain, however, two particular questions which ought to be asked 
in relation to this fourth mediation, since the answers given to them 
reveal very clearly how Maximus conceives of human mediation in 
general. The first question relates to the character and possible definition 


387 See Thal 48; CCSG 7, p. 333 ff. 
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of the common principle of all creation, and the second question 
concerns the way in which the last type of ‘natural’ mediation is 
performed. | 

What, first of all, is this common principle, which unites all created 
beings, regardless of what we have called the basic dichotomy? In Amb 
48 Maximus calls it a secret. It is regarded as hidden in God's own 
counsel.?" In itself this answer is not surprising, for a principle common 
to the whole creation—and we must recall that the Adéyou of things аге 
understood by Maximus, in an Areopagitic way, as “wills” of God??? — 
must be the basic motive for which God acted as Creator in the 
beginning. To ask for this principle is thus in a way to ask why God 
created at all. God's own reason for creating the world — which we have 
described as an act by which he overbridges the gulf between him and all 
that may be created?? —is hidden in God himself. To understand it man 
would have to be immanent in God and know his “thoughts” from 
within. But such a knowledge is excluded in principle in Maximus' 
theology on account of his rejection of Origenism. 

And yet, this negative answer is not wholly satisfying, for the Aoyou by 
God's grace are nevertheless open to man's understanding in virtue of his 
own microcosmic character. He communicates with them through his 
own reason. Consequently, as the world in little he should be able to 
communicate also with the universal Aóyos of the world in large. If it is a 
Лоуов which keeps the world together, it should be accessible to him as a 
reasonable being. How does Maximus solve this dilemma? 

He solves it in a very characteristic way. He gives a definition which is 
open to man as reasonable being, but which at the same time maintains 
the divine secret as such: the divine principle which holds the entire 
creation together is that it should have non-being as the ground of its 
being.?* The principle of creation thus itself points outside creation to a 
Creator who is able to create out of nothing.” We can add that for this 
reason the only principle which is able to circumscribe the whole of 
God's creation is one which marks the very limit dividing creation from 
non-being. Thus all pantheism and all simple emanationist ideas are 
excluded at one and the same time, in spite of the fact that even this 
supreme Лоуоз of creation implies an incarnate presence of the divine 


Logos-Christ in the world. 
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The character of ‘natural’ human mediation 


Therefore, at its highest stage, in “natural contemplation” the mind 
arrives at an absolute frontier line, and the fourth mediation, conse- 
quently, itself signifies that this border line is reached. This last fact, 
however, immediately brings us to our second question: how does 
Maximus conceive of human mediation up to this point? The basic 
dichotomy in creation is of great importance to Maximus, implying as it 
does a distinction between a sensible and an intelligible world. These are 
partly combined, but in principle they are different from each other. 
Maximus sometimes refers to this as a difference between outward 
appearance and inward Aóyos. In any case, man has a central position in 
relation to this dichotomy, since he is himself of a composite nature, and 
consists of both mind and sense.’ But how is his work of mediation 
effected in relation to it? 

Man's microcosmic position implies that his senses are naturally 
related to sensible and bodily natures, while his mind is in communica- 
tion with intelligible and incorporeal things, which it 15 likewise able to 
know by substance. It is this dual character of the human composite 
which constitutes man as a microcosm, able to mediate between those 
two types of being with which he is consubstantial. But man's dual 
character never threatens or violates his unity, for there is also a common 
principle of man, which holds his elements together: the very principle 
that he should consist of a sensible body and a rational and intelligible 
soul.?* Man Ше microcosm is thus reducible to one principle of nature, 
which holds his constituent elements together. But we have also seen that 
the macrocosm too is reducible to one principle of being: that it should 
have its being from non-being. Consequently, man's mediating function, 
based on the fact that he 15 a microcosm, must lead precisely to a 
realization of this basic unity of the world in its common principle. And 
since his own principle implies that his elements are not violated or 
separated—a Chalcedonian principle—the same must be true of the 
world as macrocosm. The realization of its common principle cannot 
violate its constitutive elements; they have in fact their own Лоуо:, which 
have all pre-existed in God. 

Thus we are prepared to see how Maximus conceives of this work of 
human mediation in the world in its totality, a work which leads to the 
very border line of creation itself. He describes it explicitly in Amb 10. 


3$ See Thal 32; CCSG 7, p. 225. 
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The whole created nature, he says, is divided into intelligible and sensible 
beings. The former are eternal, the latter temporal; the former are open 
to the intelligence of the mind, the latter to sense. Manifold is the 
relationship which exists between the thinking subjects and the objects of 
their thought, and between sensible things and those who sense them. 
And thus man, who consists of both soul and body, and has a natural 
relationship to both worlds, is both grasped and circumscribed and 
himself grasps and circumscribes. Through his natural substance he is 
circumscribed and defined, and through his spiritual power he himself 
circumscribes.?? He is thus an active subject as well as a limited object of 
noetic activity. And by his own natural differentiation he is both 
circumscribed through the intelligible and sensible creatures, and cir- 
cumscribes himself as a sensible and intelligible being.*? In other words, 
through his activities of perception he is able to hold the world together 
as a subject which is itself part of the world. 

This, however, would seem as such to be an immanent function. And 
yet it cannot be, for man is more than the centre of the created world. He 
is this microcosm precisely because he is created in the image of God.*! 
What man does in his mediating activity is that he grasps and perceives 
the created world in all its orders through his senses as well as through his 
mind—-including himself as object of perception—and holds it together 
in its pure relationship to the Logos Creator in virtue of his pure mind 
and his purified sense, which excludes any misuse of the created things. 
Thus he is free to perform his mediation as a liturgical function in the 
world before God who has created it out of nothing, and now he is also in 
the position to receive by grace God's own communication concerning 
Himself, i.e. knowledge of the Holy Trinity in 6eoAoyío, since he has 
come to the border of natural knowledge (the principle of creation itself) 
and is no more sinfully attached to the world in its manifoldness. His 
mind is naked and open to mystical illumination. 

In the 23rd chapter of his Mystagogia Maximus describes this stage of 
human mediation in the following way. It is symbolized by the closing of 
the doors of the Church, which is followed by the Great Entrance with 
the holy mysteries of divine illumination, of which man is now allowed to 

33 PG 91, 1153 AB. 

"n Гос cit. 

. "! Man is in fact more than microcosm. Not only Maximus but also other representa- 
tives of the Eastern tradition regard his position in this way. For this reason SCRIMA, 
L’avénement philocalique, Istina (1958), p. 462, feels free to express the common Eastern 
Christian conviction at this point in the following paradoxical way: man is in fact not 


defined as a microcosm but as a macrocosm. This is to overstate the case, but it points out 
an important aspect of this whole stream of thinking. 


404 Chapter Six: Performing the Task of Mediation 


partake. This he greets with the kiss of peace and with the confession of 
his faith. All the ideas of the world are gathered together in one single 
unity, but this unity itself signifies the limit, beyond which man can go 
only through the grace of God who created him in the image of 
Himself.” 

However, this nakedness of man in front of the Absolute does not 
destroy the composite character of man’s nature, which is the very basis 
of his microcosmic function. Man does not “depart from Ше body", as 
Evagrius conceived, but remains in it. His mediating function leads to 
Maximus' affirmation that this process must mean that even the flesh 
should be acquainted with God and adorned with divine reflections. 
Even at the stage of the fourth division man, therefore, communicates 
with Christ through His eyes, for even this highest form of "natural 
contemplation”, that of intelligible beings in their Aóyov and of the whole 
creation in its common principle as a communion with the Logos, is only 
open to man on account of God's condescension in Christ, who in his 
Incarnation in the world of things crossed the gulf between God and 
creation and became incarnate to fulfil man’s јоу.*° And therefore, the 
general principles of Maximus' cosmology and Christology are main- 
tained to the very end of man's natural work of mediation. 


10. Fifth mediation: between God and His creation 


The last and highest form of mediation which man is called to fulfil 
according to Maximus' systematization is different from all the others. It 
belongs to the third ‘stage’ of spiritual development, 6eoAoyio, and 
implies mystical union. It is effected when man ‘leaves’ the sphere of 
creation—and even the last kind of differentiation: that which separates 
man and all created beings from God the Uncreated —and is united with 
God beyond his own nature. It is a paradoxical mediation, beyond all the 
тропов and Aoyor relevant to the first four. But this fact nevertheless does 
not exclude the dialectic of differentiation—unification and plurality— 
unity which we have found to be characteristic of all that Maximus has to 
say about man and his relationships. On the contrary, it is rather 
confirmed by the fact that it is established as a mystery to man in the 
being of God himself. 

Let us therefore see how Maximus describes the fifth mediation, and 
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on the basis of this description analyse a few points which are of a 
particular relevance to the problem which we have now indicated. Again 
we can summarize his presentation of the matter in five statements 

a) The fifth mediation is related to a difference which separates all 
that is created from “‘uncreated nature", i.e. from God as He is in 
Himself. When Maximus uses the expression “uncreated nature" here 
he does not imply by it that there is any comprehensible parallel as such 
between divine nature and created nature, so that they would simply be 
two different natures which would be supposed to obey the same logical 
laws. In view of Maximus’ apophatic theology in general, such a simple 
parallelism is obviously excluded. Therefore, man cannot come to any 
conclusions about the divine uncreated “nature” from what he knows 
about created natures in general or about creation as such. Consequently 
Maximus stresses that God is not knowable from his creation in such a 
way that we may know his essence or his very qualities—even though we 
can understand that he has created it out of His goodness. In relation to 
His essence and proper qualities there is complete ignorance, for there is 
no unity of substance between God and his creation, and consequently 
pennies Лоуов or principle of understanding which might be used for 

oth. 

b) The principle (Aóyos) and mode (тротоз) through which nonethe- 
less they are united by God is thus above nature.“* This statement is 
interesting because it shows that Maximus’ negation of any positive 
understanding of this unity between God and creation does not prevent 
him from presupposing that there is nevertheless a supernatural, or 
better 'super-logical', principle which God possesses with a view to this 
unification. Man can understand in faith that it is a kind of Aóyos, but 
what it 1s, is incomprehensible. 

с) What is further revealed to faith is that on man’s behalf Christ has 
effected even this mediation, in virtue of his hypostatic union of created 
and uncreated nature. And it was effected when Christ attained to God 
through his ascension, i.e. attained to Him from the point of view of 
Christ’s humanity. He thus appeared before God as man, when he had 
fulfilled all that God had decreed on our account, and thereby performed 
his fifth and final mediation.“ Christ’s ascension as man to the right 
hand of the Father is the ground of this mediation, but no outward 


manifestation of it is possible as in the four other cases. 


46 See Amb 41; PG 91, 1304 D. 
407 See ibid; 1305 A. 

08 Thal 48; CCSG 7, p. 335. 

49 See Amb 41; PG 91, 1309 CD. 
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d) Nevertheless man has still to effect it in his own life in Christ. It is 
not a matter of human rationality or inter-human ethics as such, and yet 
it has to be demonstrated in man's life. How 1s this to be? Here Maximus 
shares Gregory of Nyssa’s conviction: only through love (&ya7n). The 
unity between God and creation is demonstrated by grace in love, a love 
which is incessantly directed towards God, and is at the same time a 
continuing participation in divine love.‘ The mystical union is one of 
love—the summit of all virtues and the perfection of all knowledge. 

e) Through this mediation in Christ man should penetrate 
(перхореси) entirely into God—and become all that God possibly is, 
though without ontological identity —and receive Him instead of himself 
and be awarded God alone as the reward for his ascension.*!! We should 
notice here that the fifth mediation thus implies a full realization of the 
human consequences of the hypostatic union in Christ. God and man are 
not only no longer separated and divided but are united without 
confusion or change, and their union also implies a true communication 
and inter-penetration, so that Christ brings man into heaven, and man 
enters entirely into God. The Chalcedonian theology, such as Maximus 
understood it, thus remains the core even of his presentation of the fifth 
mediation, which results in mystical union. 

The supernatural character of the fifth mediation, entirely realized 
through divine grace, is thus firmly established. There are, however, three 
specific problems which need to be further discussed in relation to 
Maximus' theology in general, since they may serve to throw more light 
upon the relationship between this particular point of doctrine and his 
general theological principles, as we have tried to analyse them in this 
thesis. They may also illuminate his relationship to some of his predeces- 
sors in mystical theology, particularly Evagrius and Ps.-Denis. These 
problems are: Maximus' rigid apophatic theology; his affirmation, in 

spite of this, of a Aóyos and тропоз by which this union is effected; and 
his understanding of ecstasy in love. 


The tradition of apophatic theology 


The expressions of a negative or apophatic theology concerning God 
which we have found in Maximus are numerous and often striking. 
However, his personal contribution is only understandable against a 
general Christian background. For this reason we shall indicate a few 
characteristics of this background. 


40 See ibid.; 1308 B. 
Чи Loc. Cit. 
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| The incomprehensibility of God was affirmed by all orthodox theolo- 

gians before Maximus, and this affirmation is the basis of all apophatic 
Christian theology. In this sense it has been truly said to have its root in 
Clement of Alexandria, who said e.g. that God is known, not from what 
He is, but from what Не is not.*!2 Later Origen similarly claimed that 
God. the Father is in the darkness of incomprehensibility 43 and in 
relation to Evagrius von Balthasar has called attention to his statement 
that God cannot be grasped by the mind, for if he were, he would not be 
God."'^ The last expression must, of course, be understood in Evagrius' 
own context, but even so it is a clear expression of a general agreement 

A more elaborated apophatic theology, however, is to be found in 
Gregory of Nyssa. In regard to him the problem is far more complicated 
than in the earlier Fathers. It has been argued that certain distinctions 
must be made within the general field of apophatic theology, and that 
these are of a particular relevance with regard to Gregory of Nyssa. Thus 
Lossky distinguishes between the idea (represented by Clement) that 
God is inaccessible by nature, and the idea (represented by Origen—and 
we may add, Evagrius) that God is inaccessible because of the weakness 
of human reason as obscured by the flesh, and argues that Gregory clearly 
chooses the first of these alternatives.*? This distinction seems, however 
to be made too sharply, as Daniélou has pointed out, particularly in 
relation to Gregory. One should, therefore, perhaps rather make a 
distinction with Puech between an ignorance based on the inadequacy of 
our knowledge of God in comparison with that of other objects of 
understanding, and an ignorance based on the naked inadequacy of the 
mind as such in relation to God as the supreme object of its desire, a 
distinction which coincides with Gregory's own differentiation between 
a night of the senses and a night of the тіпа.“ 

In any case it remains a fact that it was Gregory who first developed a 
theology of the divine darkness ('yvópos)—a concept which as such was to 

42 See Strom. 5. 11; GCS Clem. 2. p. igina 
apophatic Christian theology, see е E A Ее 
grecque, КНК 105 (1932), p. 9.— Clement was inspired, however, not only by a Greek 
philosophical outlook In general, but also by Philo, for whom the affirmation of the 
Incomprehensibility of God is the basis of his theology of revelation; cf. e.g. DANIÉLOU, 
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be found already in Philo—and related his speculation on mystical 
union to it. In this sense he is the decisive predecessor not only of 
Ps.-Denis but also of a mystic like John of the Cross." Gregory can also 
be said to prepare the position of Maximus, even though the concept of 
yvóqos does not play a dominant rôle in the writings of the latter.*5 Their 
basic understanding of human ignorance is the same. They both affirm 
that God's otaío is impenetrable.*? Further, they share the same view of 
the relationship between mystical knowledge in darkness and the su- 
preme function of love.” 

In Gregory Nazianzen we also find a considerable degree of negative 
theology. His writings are full of negative predications of God. His 
apophatic position, however, is perhaps less absolute than that of 
Gregory of Nyssa. There is for him a certain relativity in both ignorance 
and knowledge. Advancement in the knowledge of God requires, of 
course, a gradual purification, and the divine light is clearly supposed to 
blind the mind to a greater and greater extent. But the material world 
also is a mystery to Gregory, into which man cannot fully penetrate." It 
has indeed been argued that he is no pessimist in relation to knowledge of 
God and that he accounts for a limited knowledge, not only of the fact 
that He is, but also of what He is, but this remains to be qualified.*” 


Apophatic theology in Ps.-Denis and Evagrius 


In Ps.-Denis the apophatic attitude is absolute. His Mystical Theology 
deals entirely with God in His incomprehensibility, and his concept of 
0coAoyia.—which is for him a complex term covering not only negative 
and mystical theology, but also symbolical and affirmative theology —is 
at least sharply distinguished from gvovoAoyia, and also in principle 
from the ‘economy of salvation'.?? The nature of God is hidden to man, 
and he is not able to arrive at a knowledge of God outside the via 
negativa. Here Denis relies on Neo-Platonic inspiration but also on 
Gregory of Nyssa.?* 


47 Cf. DANIÉLOU, ор. cit., p. 191. 

18 The term is known to him, however, even in the sense in which it was used by Philo, 
see Gnost 1. 84; PG 90, 1117 C; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 587 f. 

49 Оп Gregory at this point, cf. VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 144 f. 

420 Cf. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 232. 

“1 Cf. PLAGNIEUX, Grégoire de Nazianze, p. 262 ff. The understanding and implications 
of apophatic theology in Gregory Nazianzen is further worked out in a forthcoming 
dissertation by S. BERGMANN, Lund. 

422 See PLAGNIEUX, Op. сй., pp. 278—287. 

423 See Roques, Note sur la notion де ‘Theologia’ chez le Pseudo-Denys Г Aréopagite, 
RAM 25 (1949), p. 203 ff. On the four types of деодоуга, cf. ibid., pp. 207-211. 

44 Cf. VOLKER, Op. cit., p. 143. 
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In the case of Denis however, this absoluteness of the apophatic 
attitude leads to interesting consequences, and here he may in the end 
be profitably compared with a writer like Evagrius. Negative theol- 
ogy to Denis implies an ascending movement towards higher and 
higher attributes. Thus the negative form of these attributes does not 
mean that they are privations. They ought rather to be understood as 
a gradual transcendence.? They are not a non-affirmation, but a 
super-affirmation.** This attitude leads to the result that mystical theolo- 
gy is also a real knowledge and a contemplation. The via negativa is a 
means by which we really grasp what God is not, and in a superaffir- 
mative sense, that is to say that the negative predications reflect in a way 
what God 15.427 

In fact he establishes here a special dialectic through a combination of 
positive expressions (0ёсєгс̧) about God in virtue of participation and 
analogy, with negative predications (&pvreus) in virtue of God's impen- 
etrable nature, a combination which leads to antithetical affirmations— 
such as “unintelligible intellect", “‘super-divine divinity”, etc. — which 
are obviously to be understood as in a sense positive confessions, which 
are certainly not nonsense and above pure negation.** This paradoxical 
attitude is an expression of the fact that in the end this is not a matter of 
subject and object in the mode of rational thinking, but a matter of 
mystical union.*? 

In the case of Ps.-Denis the absolute apophatic attitude thus leads 
finally to something which is more or less its opposite. The way of 
negation is the way of supreme affirmation. The antithetical arrangement 
of positive and negative predications is highly affirmative. And in 
another context, his emphasis on the absolute transcendence of God, also 
leads paradoxically to an affirmation of the whole world and of a divine 
immanence in 11.40 

If we now compare this position with that of Evagrius, we arrive at an 
interesting result. We mentioned above the distinction observed by 
Lossky between a human ignorance due to the fact that God’s own nature 


$23 On the concept of transcendence in Ps.-Denis, see further Roques, Le primat du 
ор dans Ја purification de l'intelligence selon le Pseudo-Denys, RAM 23 (1947), 
рр. —-i7U. 

46 Cf. Roques, RAM 25 (1949), p. 209. 

47 Cf, VOLKER, Op. cit., p. 144. 

428 Cf. VOLKER, op. cit, p. 146 with n. 2. See further on the idea of a three-fold 
movement of the soul towards God, VÖLKER, op. cit., p. 191 f. 

429 Cf. Losskv, The Mystical Theology, p. 28. See, however, VOLKER’s criticism of 
Lossky's identification of negative theology and ecstasy, op. cit., p. 188, n. 4. 

40 Cf. VON BALTHASAR, КІ2, p. 87 f. 
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is incomprehensible, and an ignorance which is due to the weakness of 
embodied human reason. Now it is clear that, if this distinction holds 
good, in spite of the fact that it may be too sharply formulated, the first 
alternative is relevant not only in the case of Gregory of Nyssa but also ш 
that of Ps.-Denis. To him the negative predications are, as we have seen, 
primarily caused by his conviction that God is beyond and transcendent 
in relation to all else, and thus that He is by nature impenetrable. 
Nevertheless, this position leads to a kind of divine cosmic immanence 
— primarily in virtue of the Aoyou and the hierarchies. 

In the case of Evagrius it 15 equally clear that the second alternative 15 
relevant. From his Origenist presuppositions he regards the mind (which 
is more or less identified with man's rational faculty) as fallen from an 
original contemplative relationship with God and embodied for purifica- 
tion in the flesh. Consequently, in Evagrius’ opinion, it has through its 
practical ascetic exercises to break away from this sinful dependence and 
"depart from the body"?! in order to return to its perfect communion 
with God. Now it is obvious, that probably Evagrius is also a man who 
has had some mystical experiences. It would at least be wrong to 
understand his position as purely intellectualistic. He states clearly that 
the mind cannot grasp God.^? By this he means that its knowledge of 
God 15 different from all other kinds of knowledge. It is the naked mind 
which contemplates God and the Trinity, and this nakedness implies that 
nothing is left in the mind but the divine reflection itself.*? But if this is 
true we are at the opposite pole from Ps.-Denis; the divine reality is 
revealed within the very self of man. But at the same time we have 
reached another form-of immanentism, that of the divine presence in the 
mind. Both types of apophatic theology—that of extreme purification 
and that of extreme negation—thus result in an immanentism which, in 
a way, eliminates the proper concern of negative theology: to stress the 
difference between empirical man and God himself. 


Maximus and the tradition of apophatic theology 


In relation to Maximus we must now ask the question: does he follow one 
or the other of these paths, or does he find a new alternative? The 
question has been asked both by von Balthasar and Sherwood, and both 
have arrived at a conclusion which suggests that Maximus' position is not 
to be identified with that of either Evagrius or Denis, though he had 


1 Cf. p. 303 above. 

42 Cf. p. 407 above. 

“33 Von BALTHASAR emphasizes that in this context the idea of the divine spark of the 
soul is not far from Evagrius, see KL?, p. 87 
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learned much from both of them.9* We are in agreement with this 
conclusion—for reasons which will be shown later—and further we 
agree that the right solution is to be found in Maximus' concept of love 
and will (Sherwood) and his Chalcedonian convictions (von Balthasar) 
We hope, however, to be able to take the argument a little further than 
either von Balthasar or Sherwood has done, with the aid of the particular 
insights which we have worked out in this thesis. 

In the first place Maximus is influenced by both Evagrius and 
Ps.-Denis. We have seen how his whole scheme of spiritual development 
his understanding of vices and virtues, his demand for the purification 
and nakedness of the mind, etc. are elements which are presented in a 
way which is strikingly similar to that of Evagrius—and to such an 
extent, that we have had to show in details the points at which this 
similarity is qualified so as to exclude identification of theological 
content. A similar dependence is equally demonstrable in relation to 
Ps.-Denis and his apophatic teaching and terminology. Thus Maximus 
uses the super-affirmative style of the Areopagite, which again serves to 
distinguish him from Evagrius.?? The same similarity can easily be 
shown in relation to negative predications of the divine. God is described 
as “unrelated” and *incomparable",*6 or Divinity is defined as indivisi- 
ble, non-quantitative, non-qualitative, simple, without distance, infinite, 
motionless, without beginning, unbegotten, one and alone, unrelated, 
ineffable and unknowable, etc.^? 

Maximus’ profession of ignorance in relation to God is furthermore 
no formality. He makes his position perfectly clear. Again and again he 
underlines that what we can understand from “natural contemplation”, 
and through the manifestations of God’s creation, is merely the fact that 
God is, not what Не is, since He is above all that we know.** Thanks to 
the Aóyov of creation contemplated by man, God is thus believed to exist, 
but not more than that.*? This knowledge about the plain fact that God 
is, is mediated through the Aóyo: of creation in that they proclaim the 
meaning of the existence of these things themselves, and thus provide 
only an indirect knowledge of God. Maximus thus seems to be less 
‘optimistic’ at this point than Gregory Nazianzen. Now, it is clear, 


however, that this indirect knowledge of God is in some sense qualified: 


“4 See VON BaLTHasaR, KL?, pp. 84—90 and SHERWOOD, in ACW, pp. 89-91, 94-99. 
435 See Char 3. 99; CSC, p. 190. 

436 Amb 9; PG 91, 1105 D. 

37? See Amb 17; PG 91, 1232 BC. 

48 See Amb 10; PG 91, 1133 C. 

49 Gnost 1. 9; PG 90, 1085 CD. 

40 See Thal 13; CCSG 7, p. 95. 


412 Chapter Six: Performing the Task of Mediation 


creation itself testifies to a Goodness, Wisdom and Power, which is a 
kind of reflection, or adumbration, of the Holy Trinity here on earth.“*! 
But how is this fact compatible with the restrictive attitude which he 
shows elsewhere, and with his affirmation that no other knowledge of 
God is available through creation except simply that He is? 

This is a very pertinent question, for there can be no doubt that 
Goodness, Wisdom and Power— or other combinations of the same 
kind—are understood by Maximus as being some kind of divine 
qualities. The answer which should be given however, is a double one. 
They are, first of all, only understood as Trinitarian reflections by the 
believer who has been illuminated by God himself as to His qualities— 
and again these qualities are only revealed facts about God, not His very 
being. Secondly, it seems obvious that Maximus includes this triad, 
theologically, under the idea that God is, rather than under any affirma- 
tion of what He 15. This becomes clear when we read that even those 
Лоуо: of providence and judgment, which are known through “natural 
contemplation”, are only manifestations of the fact that God is, for it is 
obvious from other instances that providence and judgment, in an 
ontological sense, refer precisely to such divine qualities as Wisdom and 
Goodness as being active in creation. Wisdom and Judgment refer to the 
natural differentiation of the world, and Goodness and Providence to its 
unification through motion and will. Thus it becomes apparent that 
from the strict point of view of “natural contemplation” these qualities, 
which are adumbrations of the Trinity, are nevertheless only expressions 
of the fact that God is. They are expressions of Him as active in the 
world, but do not express what He is in himself. Nor are they understood 
as Trinitarian reflections until man has gained some knowledge of the 
Trinity at the highest stage of spiritual development. 

Elsewhere in fact, Maximus affirms that precisely at this point man 
does not gain intellectual information about the nature of God— which 
he seeks—for only above reason is he united with Him. But his intellect 
is *encouraged" by the divine attributes, such as e.g. by His goodness and 
wisdom and power that makes, governs and judges His creatures. 
Maximus is thus capable of affirming both an ignorance about the 
qualities of God, and a Trinitarian reflection in creation which encour- 
ages the believer. 

41 See e.g. Char 1. 96; CSC, p. 86; cf. SHERWooD, in ACW, pp. 37-41, and ch. III: A, 4: 
p. 129 ff. above. 

42 See Amb 34; PG 91, 1288 ВС. 


43 Cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 36 f. and 144 ff. 
44 Char 1. 100; CSC, p. 88. 
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This last example however, also shows, that what interests Maximus 
particularly is not so much the apophatic expressions as such, or even the 
via negativa as the right way to God as such, but rather the maintenance 
of a strict transcendence and a gulf between God and all that is created. ^^ 
At this point he appears to be even stricter than Ps.-Denis, whom he 
criticizes indirectly by his own attitude. He says for instance that the 
method of negation does not arrive at its goal, for nothing can be defined 
through negation.“ The negative way is thus not more effective than the 
affirmative way, since the обота of God remains ineffable. Here Denis’ 
position is simpler, since he obviously has a certain confidence in his 
negative predications. Maximus expresses the same idea even more 
clearly, when he states elsewhere that God is above both cataphatic and 
apophatic characterization. God is not close to anything else which is or 
which is expressible, nor is he close to anything else which is not or is not 
expressible.” 

Finally we may say that Maximus professes a certain dialectic of 
affirmation and negation which in a formal sense is similar to the 
antithetical affirmations of Ps.-Denis, but which is quite different as 
regards its motivation and intention. Again Maximus is more restrictive 
and more ‘pessimistic’. He says that affirmation and negation are 
Opposite to each other and yet go well together. But how? Maximus 
answers: the negations show what God is not, while the affirmations tell 
us what it means to say that the being thus negated is. And on the other 
hand, the affirmations simply tell us that this being is—or what it might 
be—while the negations tell us what it means to say that the being thus 
affirmed is not. Maximus thus keeps the two methods in perfect balance, 
a balance which preserves at the same time the limited character of 
human knowledge of God—and not widens it, as is the case in Denis. 
But Maximus goes even further and says explicitly, that compared with 
each other these two methods manifest their antithetical opposition, but 
in relation to God, they show their kinship by effecting an encounter of 
the extremes.“ It is difficult not to draw the conclusion here that what in 
Denis’ view is positive—that they are entirely opposite to each other and 
thereby paradoxically express something about God—is negative in 
Maximus’ view: in their opposition they do not express anything about 


God, but they mark the limit of human knowledge. And conversely, what 


“45 СЕ von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 88. 

46 Amb 16; PG 91, 1221 D-1224 A. 
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in Denis' view is negative—that the knowledge they give is only a 
paradoxical knowledge and an affirmation through mystical super- 
expression—is positive in Maximus’ view: they affirm God in their 
mutual and integrated limitation. They encounter each other and thereby 
show their relatedness to each other and to God. 


Apophatic and Trinitarian theology in Maximus 


Maximus thus follows neither Evagrius nor Ps.-Denis into their opposite 
forms of divine immanence. He maintains the absolute transcendence 
itself as a revelation of God. But is this also true with regard to the Holy 
Trinity? We should expect his doctrine of the Trinity to belong to positive 
theology. This, however, is not the case.“ Trinitarian theology to 
Maximus is an integral part of negative theology, and is different from 
the divine *economy". Here his position to some extent resembles 
Ps.-Denis' distinction between “economy” and 6eoAoyia—even in so far 
as it is sometimes difficult to uphold, since it is always difficult to study 
God outside of his manifestations. But at the same time, Maximus’ 
standpoint here shows more clearly than elsewhere how he conceives his 
middle position between the Evagrian and Dionysian alternatives. 

Maximus' theology of the Trinity seems to be related to the apophatic 
principle in two ways: a) in that it is entirely the result of revelation; b) in 
that it is presented as itself part of negative theology. He is thus in the 
position to quote Denis who says that God is known to us neither as 
Unity nor as Trinity.5' This statement obviously serves to exclude апу 
other understanding of the Trinity than that provided by negative 
theology. Within this right context, however, the same truth can be 
expressed in positive terms: man cannot understand how God is both 
Unity and Trinity at the same time.*? Or still more positively expressed: 
the mystery of the Trinity is its super-logical relationship to Unity. Trinity 
is thus in the first place not an “economic” and revelatory, but a mystical 
concept, which testifies to the mystical relationship between unity and 
diversity in God. 

But it is this double quality of unity and diversity, which is also 
characteristic of creation. Diversification and unification, manifoldness 
and unity condition each other in it and keep each other in proper 
balance. At this point Christological insights go well together with 

49 Cf. VON BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 93. 

49 Cf. Roques, RAM 25 (1949), p. 203 ff. 


41 Amb 10; PG 91, 1188 А; cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 35. 
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cosmological analyses. The same is true of Trinitarian insights. These 
express a similar balance between differentiation and unity, or better: of 
unity in differentiation and differentiation in unity. This fact therefore 
already characterizes the knowledge of God which we may obtain from 
creation: He is revealed as the one Creator and the one Logos, and yet as 
active in diversification. 

Thal 13, which is indirectly related to Trinitarian speculations, shows 
this point clearly.*? The triad of Being, Wisdom and Life which 
Maximus mentions there is certainly, as Sherwood says, another adum- 
bration of the Trinity in creation,*^ but he seems not to have noticed how 
this Trinitarian ‘revelation’ functions. What is it in creation which 
reflects the mystery of the Trinity? The answer seems to be this: Being as 
it is analysed in “natural contemplation” leads in the end to unity (the 
one Logos); Wisdom analysed in the same way leads to multiplicity (the 
many Aoyou), and Life, finally, analysed as movement from multiplicity 
to unity without annihilation, combines them in a perfect triad. 

Seen in the perspective of faith, this is, however, a true reflection of 
the mystery of the Holy Trinity, though precisely of such a kind as merely 
to "encourage" the mind to seek for knowledge about God as Не is in 
Himself. And it is such a reflection, because the Trinitarian concept itself 
keeps the aspect of unity and the aspect of multiplicity together in God. 
Here again, at the very summit of mystical theology, a dialectic between 
unity and diversity is the final dynamism of Maximus’ thought, a fact 
which at the same time explains why his Trinitarian theology has to be 
negative theology. 

Multiplicity and unity are integrated in creation, in such a way as to 
evoke our wonder, as a kind of divine reflection (when the elements of 
the triad are regarded as attributes of God). Through faith we also know 
that they are not mutually exclusive in God, but are one and the same, 
and that this is the very mystery of God, which man can experience in 
mystical union alone. There it becomes also man’s own unification with 
God in absolute distinction, i.e. in ontological separation from God. 


The Adyos and тротгов of mystical union 


This last conclusion now properly leads us to our second question: How 
can Maximus, in spite of his apophatic theology, affirm а Лоуоз and 


rpó7ros through which the fifth union is effected?*? Is it not above all such 


"1 CCSG p.93. 

44 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 38. Cf. also BLOWERS, op. cit., p. 177, n. 188. 
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concepts? Does not the very idea of a Лоуоз related to man which directs 
his relationship to something beyond his own nature, threaten the 
coherence of his own principle (Aóyos) of nature? There seem to be two 
possible answers to our question as far as the term Aóyos is concerned. 
One is that Maximus uses the term here in a figurative, i.e. mystical sense. 
This solution may look plausible in itself, since we are here in the field of 
mystical theology and above logical rules. If we study Maximus' formula- 
tion, however, it immediately appears less plausible, for he says explicitly 
that Christ has united created and uncreated nature according to “the 
supernatural principle (Aóyos) and mode (тротоѕ)””, while earlier he had 
characterized the principle of unification of sensible and intelligible 
creation as “some mystical Aóyos". He seems thus here to refer to a 
particular principle and mode, and not to anything which is merely 
understood in a figurative sense. | 

But on the other hand, it is equally obvious that he does not refer to a 
Aóyos of the same kind as those which we know through creation, since 
those Aóyo, define the very nature of created beings, it may be either their 
differentiated substances or creation as a whole. А Aóyos which concerns 
man, but is above nature and creation, would thus necessarily violate or 
eliminate human nature as such. It would constitute a super-nature, in 
which human nature would be swallowed up. This fact is clear in 
relation to Maximus’ Christology.^$ Maximus is, in fact, very firm at 
this point. It is quite impossible, he says, that there should be a created 
nature which is not from the beginning and always one and the same in 
relation to its Aóyos, or that it should be susceptible to increase or 
decrease in itself, for its metaphysical AGyos is always perfect in that it 
exists." The innovation which is brought about by Christ with regard to 
fallen man does, therefore, not pertain to the Aóyos of human nature, but 
to its mode (трбтоѕ). The perfection of humanity which is effected by 
Christ does not add anything to human nature, but merely fulfils what 1s 
in accordance with its Aóyos, since otherwise this innovation would 
destroy human nature. Such is Maximus' understanding of Chalcedoni- 
an theology.^* 

The possibility is thus excluded, it would seem, that Maximus in our 
text refers to a kind of super-human Aóyos which would regulate man's 
final perfection in mystical union. We must try the other possible answer. 
The easiest way to approach it is perhaps through the other term of our 
text: rpórros. This term— which is not related to being but to existence— 

46 Cf. ch. I: A above. 


457 See Amb 42; PG 91, 1345 ВС. 
48 See ibid.; 1341 D. 
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is open to innovation. It is man’s mode of existence which is chaneed i+ 
Christ and not his Aóyos of nature. When in Amb 41 Mie 
speaks of a “supernatural тропов”, he uses an expression which is in full 
accordance with his theological principles, for, in his view, in the 
Incarnation the natural Aoyou, which always remain Ше same, and the 
Tpotrot Which are “beyond nature" are combined without interfering with 
each other's spheres.*” And the result is a "synthetic hypostasis" which 
unites the two modes of existence into one unity without any violation of 
the two natures and their Adyou.*” This unity of modes in relation to the 
union of natures—as Maximus understands it within his own elabora- 
tion of the theology of Chalcedon and Constantinople—is also that 
which allows for a true communicatio idiomatum which even involves 
perichoresis, as Maximus shows in an important passage of Amb 5.46! 
Thus Christ's human sufferings take place in a divine mode and his 
divine acts in a human mode. We are, therefore, almost impelled to draw 
the conclusion that when Maximus mentions a supernatural mode in 
which man is mystically united with God beyond the boundaries of 
creation in his fifth mediation, this statement refers to the divine mode of 
human existence. 

But what about the supernatural Aoyos in this context? Even this 
expression is now understandable. Not that there is a higher common 
Лоуов for the two natures in Christ. There 15 no analogy Aere between the 
unity of body and soul in man, for which there is a common Лоуов, and 
the unity of divine and human natures in Christ. The analogy between 
these two unities is entirely restricted to the fact that both may be called 
synthetic unities.? And since the "synthetic hypostasis" which is 
established in Christ and which includes two inseparable natures is and 
has to be quite unique, there is no analogy between it and the "synthetic 
nature" of man on the ontological level.6^ Maximus says this explicitly 
himself: there is no (common) Adyos which effects an analogous relation 
in Christ between the natures, as there is in "synthetic natures".^9 It is 
impossible that the Aóyos of our text should refer to something which 
Maximus here denies. But there is still another possibility, for it is 
precisely this ontological non-relativity of the natures in Christ which 


enables man to have his hypostatic—i.e. existential— sharing in Divini- 


49 See Amb 5; PG 91, 1056 A. 

40 Cf. р. 47 f. above and von BALTHASAR, KL?, p. 242. 

41 See PG 91, 1056 AB; cf. p. 30 above. 

42 СЕ ch. III: A, 1; pp. 101-104 above. 

43 Cf. p. 102 above. 

44 Cf. voN BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 243, who refers to Ep. 13; PG 91, 532 B. 
465 Ibid; 532 B. 
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ty. The way is open to the affirmation that man has his hypostasis in the 
Logos. But is it not precisely this hypostatic relationship to which this 
text refers as one which is being perfected in mystical union without 
violation of the natures? And what other Aóyos could Maximus then 
think of than the personal Logos himself, who is the hypostasis of man. 
The трдпов mentioned in our text is thus the divine mode of human 
existence, and the Aóyos also mentioned there is the divine hypostasis of 
the Logos, in which man finds his existential fulfilment. 


The concept of ecstasy in Maximus' predecessors 


Our third and final question is of a corresponding importance: What is 
the character of the ecstatic penetration into God which Maximus seems 
to affirm with regard to the fifth mediation? The word for this “репе- 
tration" is perichoresis, which shows that at this point too we are within 
the Christological context, since perichoresis is a key term in Max- 
imus’ Christology.” But since this penetration takes place on behalf 
of the whole creation, and yet beyond the whole creation, it nevertheless 
seems appropriate to call it an ecstasy. We shall, therefore, try to an- 
swer our question through an analysis of Maximus' concept of human 
ecstasy. 

Here again the position of some of Maximus' predecessors should be 
examined first of all. There are three writers who need to be particularly 
considered at this point: Gregory of Nyssa, Evagrius and Ps.-Denis.** 

Gregory of Nyssa is the first Christian writer to have elaborated any 
theological theory about ecstasy. Through the investigations by Daniélou 
we are comparatively well informed about the position of this writer. 
Thus it is clear that his concept of ecstasy in its widest sense—which 
includes even other terms than €xorao.s—expresses an ever continuing 
going forth from the obstacles and limitations of this world towards God 
the Impenetrable. 

Four types or degrees of such a going forth may be recognized: 1) from 
sin through asceticism and mortification, 2) out of the sensible world in 
contemplation, 3) out of the intelligible world through higher contempla- 
tion and 4) mystical ecstasy characterized as a blessed (and sober) 
drunkenness.“ This wider context of a movement of gradual departure 


466 СЕ. von BALTHASAR, КІ?, p. 243. 

47 Cf. ch. 1: А; pp. 23-36 above. 

48 A common relationship to Ше Neo-Platonist evaluation of ecstasy should, of course, 
be presupposed in those writers who like Gregory and Ps.-Denis use the concept more 
widely. 

469 Cf. DANIÉLOU, Platonisme et théologie mystique, p. 260.—On the concept of “sober 
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thus includes both the idea of an ascetic and contemplative purification 
and a final ecstasy in the strict sense of the word. These two forms are of 
course different, but not of an entirely different character for even 
though Gregory allows for an ecstasy of the present moment as well as a 
final beatitude, the idea of a continuing going forth is so dominant in his 
thought, that he can even speak of a progress and tension with regard to 
man and God which continues in eternity (cf. his famous idea of 
“ересіаѕіѕ”).*9 

ОҒ ecstasy in the strict sense Gregory thinks that it is possible for a 
man as it were to go forth from his nature even before he departs from 
the body—as in the case of Stephen.*' In view of his idea of spiritual life 
as a process he further calls it an “ecstasy towards the divine", etc.” As 
such it is characterized as a blessedness—a point where he disagrees with 
Origen who distrusted ecstasy*f?— and is understood as a mystical 
state." Finally it is understood as a departure from oneself (£xaraois 
éavTov), applicable to the mystic as prepared for the highest mysteries 
having returned to Paradise through detachment.^" 
| Gregory's doctrine of ecstasy is thus a rich and varying one, but what 
is most interesting in it is the fact that it involves an idea of a continuing 
going forth, even in eternal life, which marks out the specific context in 
which it has to be understood. It should also perhaps be added that the 
idea of Christian life as a continuing ‘emigration’ of the mind towards 
God—though without the additional concept of epectasis—is also found 
in Diadochus of Photice."5 Thus we learn that he who loves God goes 
forth incessantly towards God in love,” and hope is defined accordingly 
as an ‘emigration’ (éxómuio) of the mind in love towards that which is 
hoped for.*” In Gregory Nazianzen the idea of an ‘emigration’ (ёкӧтшіа) 
of the mind towards God is likewise found.^? 

Evagrius' position to a large extent is contrary to that of Gregory of 
SAT RR a NU тутат EGAN TT зая iz ROAM NT PORTE SEN: 
mios (Еее ср NM M и ee 

“0 On this concept—for which Daniélou coined the Gregorian term "epectase" —see 
P. DESEILLE, art. Epectase, DSp 4, coll. 785-788. 

E See Or. in S. Steph.; PG 46, 713 BC; cf. DaNIÉLOU, ор. cit., p. 267. 

Cf. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 273. 

l #3 Cf, however, VOLKER, Gregor von Nyssa, p. 204 with n. 5, who sees по real 
difference. 

“4 Cf. DANIÉLOU, ор. cit., pp. 261 and 265. 

РЕ See In Cant. cant., hom. 1; JAEGER, 6, p. 25; cf. DANIÉLOU, op. cit., p. 182. 
o: Pos also speaks of an ‘emigration’ away from God, see Cap. gnost. 36; DES PLACES, р. 

m Cap. gnost. 14; pes PLACES, p. 91, 15 f. 


“8 Cap. gnost., Prol.; DES PLACES, p. 84, 4 f. 
49 See Or. 6, 2; PG 35, 724 A. 
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Nyssa. He clearly shares Origen's scepticism about emotional ecstasy. In 
this sense he seems to identify it with an inclination towards evil or with 
vices and a weakness like pavia.’ In the sense of a going forth, an 
‘emigration’, however, he seems to have accepted a position which 15 
similar to that which we have found in Gregory and Diadochus. The term 
which Diadochus uses for the process, éxónuía, was in fact an Evagrian 
word.*! Evagrius understands it as a progressive departure from the 
world of the senses and imaginations towards the perfect communion 
with God of the naked пт.“ What it excludes therefore, is not ecstasy 
in the sense of a standing outside of created things—for Ше nakedness of 
pure prayer implies precisely this kind of rapture—but ecstasy in the 
sense of a standing outside of oneself.^? If we can thus talk of a concept of 
ecstasy in Evagrius, in spite of the fact that he is sceptical about all kinds 
of popular ecstatic experiences, it is nevertheless an ecstasy in a restricted 
sense, which perfects and does not transcend the function of the pure 
тіпа.“ 

In the case of Ps.-Denis, however, ecstasy means precisely this 
departure from oneself, and for this reason the positions of Denis and 
Evagrius have been described as being in extreme contradiction to each 
other.*^ Both Sherwood and von Balthasar, however, have tried to show 
that such a sharp distinction between the two positions is to some extent 
unjust, and above all leads to an unjust evaluation of the position of 
Maximus as influenced by them both.*6 However there seems to be little 
doubt of Denis’ favourite attitude to ecstasy in its stricter sense, even 
though the term Екотоопв as such is rare in Denis and has not yet become 
a terminus technicus. 

His position here, of course, does not exclude the aspect of ‘етірга- 
tion’ out of the world, which he stresses for the same reasons as both 


40 See Cap. 33. 9; PG 40, 1265 B and De octo vit. cogitat. 9; PG 40, 1276 А. 

481 See e.g. De orat. 46; PG 79, 1176 D; cf. HAUSHERR, “Ignorance infinie", OCP 1936, 
p. 351, n. 62. 

42 Cf. e.g. J. KIRCHMAYER, art. Extase chez les Peres de l'Église, DSp 4, col. 2100. 

483 See the penetrating study of ecstasy in Maximus in relation to Evagrius and 
Ps.-Denis in SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 139; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 350. 

484 Cf. also B. KRIVOCHEINE, The Holy Trinity in Greek patristic mystical Theology, 
Sobornost (1957), p. 468. 

485 See HAUSHERR, art. cit., pp. 351-362, who nevertheless agreed with VILLER, RAM 11 
(1930), p. 248, n. 141 that Maximus regarded these two writers as in complete barmony 
with each other, and even tried to show how he was able to unify their teachings. 

486 See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 124—128, п. 1 and von BALTHASAR, KL’, 


8. 
47 Cf. Roques, art. Contemplation, extase et ténébre chez le Pseudo-Denys, DSp 2, 
Paris 1953, col. 1896 and VÖLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 201. 
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Gregory of Nyssa and Evagrius: no union with God is possible without 


complete purification."* Seen in this perspective, ecstasy as rapture is 


simply the end of a progressive departure from the world, and a 
culmination of the via negativa. This first aspect is expressed in 
different ways,” and its importance is shown by the fact that the terms 
“emigration” and “ecstasy” are even used as synonyms.?! This depar- 
ture is even described in Gregory's terms of sober drunkenness, and is 
then identical with ecstasy in the proper sense.?? The second aspect 
implies, however, that ecstasy is understood as a union beyond the 
intellect and an immediate vision of God.*? This proper aspect of ecstasy 
is further characterized by Denis' stress on its passive character—the 
famous concept of a "suffering of the Divine’***—and at the same time by 
his affirmation that it takes place in love (both pws and дубтт), in both 
cases probably on the inspiration of Gregory of Nyssa.*” Finally, we may 
note that it is Vólker's opinion that the Ps.-Dionysian ecstasy is not only 
the natural and logical summit of his negative theology but something 
more: the expression of a personal positive experience.‘ 

Among the predecessors of Maximus we find three types of ecstasy 
represented: the Evagrian ‘emigration’ which ends in the naked mind 
receptive of knowledge of the holy Trinity, the Gregorian type of an ever 
on-going 'emigration' into blessed and sober drunkenness and finally the 
Ps.-Dionysian type of ecstasy in the proper sense, that is to say outside 
of oneself, as a "suffering" of the Divine. It is characteristic of the first 
type that it does not reach beyond the natural capacity of the mind, 
and of the second that it reaches beyond everything and yet finds 
no rest. It 1s characteristic of the third type, finally, that it seems 
to receive in its ecstasy some sort of superintellectual information 
about the Divinity itself. What is Maximus' position in relation to 
these types? 

СЕ ROQUES, art. cit., col. 1898, who underlines Ше difference between Ps.-Denis and 
Gregory Nazianzen in that he accounts for the екбуша aspect only in Gregory (together 
with Origen and Evagrius), but recognizes an екотаопд aspect too, and a predominant one, 
in Denis. But VOLKER has, ор. cit., pp. 201 f., 204, 208 ff., demonstrated the far-reaching 
similarity between Gregory of Nyssa and Denis with regard to the concept of ecstasy, 
though he also emphasizes Gregory's more explicit stress on ascetic preparation (p. 217). 

489 Cf ROQUES, art. cit., col. 1897. 

*9 See e.g. exBaivery about Christ in De div. nom. 1, 4; PG 3, 592 AB. 

491 See De div. nom. 3, 2; PG 3, 681 D. 

32 Cf. VOLKER, op. cit., p. 202. 

43 Cf. ROQUES, art. cit., col. 1898 and VÖLKER, op. cit., p. 205. 

44 Cf. VOLKER, op. cit., p. 206. 


45 Cf. ROQUES, art. cit., col. 1900 f. and VOLKER, op. cit., p. 206. 
46 See VOLKER, ор. cit., p. 215 ff. 
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Maximus and the different types of ecstasy 


It can immediately be said that both the ‘emigration’ aspect and the 
aspect of ecstasy proper are represented in Maximus, but he is not to be 
identified with either of the two positions. With regard to Gregory of 
Nyssa's idea of epectasis it seems evident that he rejects it on the grounds 
of its philosophical consequences, since he does not identify the eternal 
rest with movement.*”” But he shows his appreciation of the Gregorian 
paradox of mystical divine presence and human distance by using an 
expression like “fixed ever-motion", safely balancing it against his own 
paradox "ever-moving rest". 9* With regard to Maximus’ combination of 
Evagrian and Ps.-Dionysian elements, Sherwood has made a thorough- 
going analysis of the problem of Maximus' understanding of ecstasy, and 
our conclusions below will rely on his to a great extent.” 

When Maximus uses the idea of ecstasy in its 'emigration' aspect, he 
is naturally inspired by Evagrius, since this aspect is so closely linked 
with his general idea of spiritual development—the róle of detachment 
in the vita practica, the importance of departure from imaginations and 
even from notions in the vita contemplativa, etc. —which is also inspired 
by Evagrius, though modified by Maximus' own anti-Origenist correc- 
tions. In this context he speaks both of an “emigration” and of a 
“rapture”. Thus in pure prayer the mind passes outside all things,” or 
passes outside the flesh and the world.?! The virtuous man "emigrates" 
towards God, and an éxénpia takes place in prayer.™ 

It is characteristic, however, that Maximus stresses some elements in 
this picture, which allow him to be more radical than Evagrius. He thus 
underlines that the rapture of the mind takes place in love, particularly 
through love in its aspect of desire (ров rrjs d&ya7rns), and likewise that 
the mind in this ‘emigration’ finds a divine treasure which leaves it 
unconscious even of itself. Even Evagrius conceives of the naked mind in 
a similar way, and he also regards knowledge of the Holy Trinity as a 
mystical knowledge which is supernatural in relation to the mind as such, 
but he nevertheless underlines the capacity of the mind to such an extent 
that he still leaves the impression of an intellectualist attitude. And it is 
this impression which is avoided by Maximus, who combines his 

497 See Gnost 2. 88; PG 90, 1165 D-1168 A; cf. DESEILLE, art. cit., col. 786. 

48 See Thal 65; CCSG 22, p. 285; cf. von BALTHASAR, KL’, p. 564. 

49 See SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, pp. 124—154. 

*9 Char 1. 10; CSC, p. 52; cf. 1. 19; p. 56. 

01 Thid. 2. 61; p. 122. 


3? гд. 2. 28; p. 104 and 3. 20; p. 152. 
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emphasis on the mind's unconsciousness of itself, which characterizes 
the mind in its final ‘emigration’, with references to other creatures 
which also underline its limited сһагасіег. 5% 

We must therefore agree with Sherwood in his conclusion that 
Maximus never follows Evagrius so far as to affirm a natural capacity for 
Trinitarian knowledge in the mind. | 

A similar attitude is noticeable in Maximus with regard to the aspect 
of ecstasy proper, as it was developed by Ps.-Denis. The Dionysian idea 
of a "suffering of the Divine" is accepted by Maximus to some extent 
though in a modified form.?5 Such a modification was obviously due to 
the fact that Monenergistic and Monothelite circles used the Dionysian 
concept in their favour.?" It is characteristic of Maximus that he 
interprets the Dionysian expression “to suffer Ше unqualified” to imply a 
suffering to be moved.™ And he adds further that he who loves something 
surely suffers ecstasy towards it as Іоуеа. 5% 

Maximus thus accepts the Dionysian idea in such a way that human 
activity is maintained and the possibility of a Monothelite understanding 
excluded. Suffering is transferred to the realm of movement and will, and 
excites an activity instead of eliminating it. When Maximus later had to 
explain his first interpretation he made this standpoint still more Сеат. 
The idea of ecstatic passivity signifies to Maximus a self-evident domi- 
nance of grace in deification.?!! The deified man thus suffers an ecstasy 
which brings him outside himself, i.e. beyond his natural capacity, in 
pure grace.*^ He accepts that in this sense the supreme stage of spiritual 
perfection, which he is willing to call “assumption”, is called a пддов 
which thus unites man with God on the ground of God’s own grace. 

Maximus gives a very clear summary of his position in relation to 
ecstasy and passion in Thal 22, where he describes how man passes from 
the contemplation of the Лоуо of things, which are created out of 


24 See ibid. 1. 10; p. 52 and 2. 6; p. 92. 

i SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 141: “. . . nowhere does Maximus take over 
Evagrian thought to such an extent that the pure or perfect mind may seem to have a power 
receptive of knowledge of the Holy Trinity ...; much less is there any hint of the soul 
seeing itself in prayer.” 

ii On this acceptance, cf. VOLKER, Der Einfluss Pseudo-Dionysius Areopagita auf 
Maximus Confessor, in Stour, Universitas I, p. 249. 

27 Cf. SHERWOOD, op. cit., p. 128, n. 5. 

38 Amb 7; PG 91, 1073 B. 

99 Ibid. 1073 С. 

* See ThPol 1; PG 91, 33 C-36 A; cf. SHERWOOD, ор. cit., p. 130, 135. 

3! Cf. also Amb 7; PG 91, 1088 C-1089 A. 

32 See Amb 20; PG 91, 1237 AB. 
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nothing, to the divine Cause in ignorance, and then is correctly said to 
suffer, for he 1s not effective beyond his natural limits—though he is 
active within them —but is illuminated by grace.” Thus for Maximus 
ecstasy implies a real departure from oneself in the Ps.-Dionysian sense 
into the ineffable sphere of Divinity? and this is understood as а 
suffering of the Divine, in that it is not due to human activity but to 
divine grace. But on the other hand, this is not a doing away with free 
will, but rather its affirmation in a “voluntary outpassing" (€xywpnors 
yvopuk1))—to use Sherwood's translation—i.e. an ‘emigration’ of the 
will to that which alone satisfies man's natural desire and brings all his 
motion to its rest: God Himself.?!é 

Sherwood has correctly emphasized the great importance of this 
Maximian dialectical solution to the intricate problem of human will and 
human passivity in deification. It implies a use of the Ps.-Dionysian idea 
of ecstasy, which strictly maintains the gulf between created and uncre- 
ated and avoids all Monothelite consequences of the idea of a suffering of 
the Divine, without diminishing the supreme róle of grace. We are again 
bound to agree with Sherwood that the influence of Denis is evident, but 
that Denis never achieved such clarity?" 

Both in relation to Evagrius and to Ps.-Denis Maximus thus both 
accepts and modifies the positions of his predecessors. But is there 
anything further to be said about his own? How is the dialectic which we 
have noticed worked out? There are in fact a number of further remarks 
to be made which may throw some more light on the problem. Von 
Balthasar and Sherwood have both pointed to the solution, but neither of 
them seems to have drawn all the conclusions possible. 

In Chapter II we started our presentation of Maximus' cosmology 
with a reference to the idea of a gulf (хвоца) between God and the whole 
of creation. Now we have seen that this gulf 15 preserved by Maximus 
even in his mystical theology, in spite of the fact that the fifth mediation 
implies a unification of created and uncreated nature. It takes place in a 
“voluntary outpassing” on the part of man, and in illuminating grace оп 
the part of God. On the basis of his natural desire for God as his true end 
man finally suffers the Divine by grace and is thus deified. A unification 
takes place without confusion or change of either created or uncreated 
nature, which yet brings them into inseparable oneness. But that is to say, 


34 CCSG 7, p. 141. 

515 See Gnost 1. 81; PG 90, 1116 B; cf. von BALTHASAR, КТ, p. 636. 

516 See Amb 7; PG 91, 1076 BC; cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, рр. 49 and 95. That man’s 
natural energy is not suppressed in deification is also strongly stressed by LARCHET, op. cit., 
p. 293 f. See also his thoughtful discussion of ecstasy in Maximus, ibid., pp. 282-288. 

37 Cf. SHERWOOD, The Earlier Ambigua, p. 137. 
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in fact, that it takes place according to the principles which govern the 
unification of the two natures in Christ according to Maximus' Chalce- 
donian convictions, principles which we have also found to play an 
equally decisive róle in Maximus' cosmology and anthropology. 


Christology and mystical union 


This fact leads us, however, to ask whether there are any further 
indications that mystical union is consciously understood by Maximus in 
Christological terms. In fact there are. Let us first refer to the fact that 
Ps.-Denis once presented the somewhat audacious idea of an ecstasy of 
God. This ecstasy implies God's ‘emigration’ out of Himself in love in the 
case of the divine Incarnation in Jesus, and is understood as an example 
of the ecstatic character of all love.5* This idea is interesting in that it 
introduces a certain correspondence between God and man as loving 
subjects. An ecstatic ‘emigration’ of God Himself into the created world 
takes place. But even more interesting is the fact that Maximus uses this 
kind of thinking—though in a restricted way—and shows that the 
Divine, which is in itself unmovable, as ¥pws and &yámn is moved, while 
at the same time as an object of love it moves towards itself those which 
are capable of receiving this activity.?? There is thus a kind of reciprocal 
movement of God and man taking place towards each other, though 
without any confusion. 

And Maximus goes on to explain the character of this divine motion. 
Thus the Divinity as cause of the enquiry concerning the mode of its 
existence is said to be moved.?? This last statement ought now to be 
compared with what Maximus says in Char 1. 100. There we learn that 
when the mind—which is “placed in God", i.e. at its highest stage of 
perfection in mystical union—enquires about the Aéyou which concern 
God Himself, i.e. the principles of God's own nature, it receives no 
encouragement, but is nevertheless encouraged by the divine attri- 
butes.?^' If now we recall the Maximian distinction between “principle of 
nature" and “mode of existence", we can more easily understand what 
Maximus wishes to say. In relation to man it is the “mode of existence" 
but not the “principle of nature" which is innovated, and the different 
virtues which man acquires in the vita practica likewise belong to his 
transformed “mode of existence". When now Maximus says that Divini- 

А De div. пот. 4, 13; PG 3, 712 АВ; cf. VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, р. 202. 

Amb 23; PG 91, 1260 C. 
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Confessor, Gregory of Nyssa and the concept of ‘perpetual progress’, Vigiliae Christianae 


46 (1992), pp. 151-171. 
321 CSC, p, 88. 
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ty is moved as cause of “Ше enquiry concerning the mode of its 
existence", this must be a reference to the “encouragement” which he 
mentions in Char 1. 100. The enquiry about God's principle of being is 
not satisfied, but the enquiry about His mode of existence" — which is 
unseparable from his relationship to His creation—is satisfied through 
an illumination about His attributes. Now these attributes are to some 
extent identical with the reflections of the Trinity which "natural 
contemplation" may find in creation, and also in man's virtues as places 
of a divine incarnation. Thus we must conclude that Maximus' idea is 
that God with regard to the manifold incarnation of the divine Logos in 
the world is moved towards man, and this motion is an answer to the 
quest for the divine mode of existence. 

Here however we must add, that this is precisely Maximus' position 
in his Christology: that it is in his mode of existence that man has 
received a deifying renewal in Christ, and also that in the field of “mode 
of existence" the communicatio idiomatum takes place as a perichoresis. 
The interpenetration of divine and human in Christ, is thus reflected in 
man's mystical union with God. And this fact has further repercussions. 
In a passage in Amb 10 Maximus says, not only that man and God are 
exemplars one of the other, but also that God becomes man, insofar as 
man has in charity deified himself, and that “man is as much rapt by God 
to the unknown, as he has himself manifested God, invisible by nature, 
through his virtues’’.*? Here several details are of great interest. First of 
all, Maximus uses here the tantum—quantum formula, which is inti- 
mately linked with his Christology in general, and with his use of the 
perichoresis idea in particular? Secondly, man’s charity is seen to be 
active in his deification; it is love which reaches beyond the borders of 
human nature. Thirdly, and this is most important, there is a correspon- 
dence between man's ecstasy to God and his own manifestation of the 
virtues. Since this manifestation is understood as an incarnation, and 
since these virtues are reflections of the divine attributes, and as such 
manifestations of God's ‘ecstasy’ towards man—if we are allowed to use 
Denis' terminology—they obviously represent the "encouragement" 
which man is promised in mystical union. 

Thus we see that the natural desire of man, seeking for God, finds its 
rest in Him through a process of interpenetration, which maintains the gulf 
and the fixity of the natures but communicates the modes of existence as 
human virtues and divine attributes. And this attitude— which is Chalce- 

32 See Amb. 10; PG 91, 1113 BC. Sherwood, in ACW, p. 90, draws attention to this 


passage, but he does not make quite so much use of it as he might have done. 
23 Cf. p. 31 above. 
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donian in the Maximian sense and nothing else— explains why Maximus 
stops short of some of the expressions of Ps.-Dionysian ecstasy and 
Evagrian 'emigration'. The mind is illuminated by God on its own 
ground, and only in love and “gnomic emigration” does man reach 
outside himself. Thus deification coincides, it seems, with man's own 
illumination—the perfection of his intellectual faculty —but this illumi- 
nation, in its turn, depends on the virtues—the perfection of man’s 
passible faculties. Е 

Thus Maximus is able to preserve his double emphasis on distinction 
and differentiation on the one hand, and natural unity and supernatural 
unification in love on the other. It is true to say with von Balthasar, that 
the supreme union with God is fulfilled not only in spite of, but rather in 
and through the preserved distinction.?^ The leading principle of this 
thesis is most clearly confirmed. 


Il. Deification—the purpose of human life 


We must close our presentation of Maximus' theological anthropology 
with a short description of his idea of deification. It is appropriate for 
many reasons. One is that in Maximus’ view human mediation is fulfilled 
in deification. Another is that deification, as Maximus sees it, is the 
perfect expression of the principle of unity in differentiation, which we 
have found to be the working idea of his thought. 

The Christian concept of deification has a long history before 
Maximus, and his own position has to be understood against this 
background. However, no more elaborate presentation of this history is 
necessary for our purpose. The general trend is coherent, and the idea of 
deification in the Greek Fathers in general has been rather well treated in 
a number of monographs.?? 


The concept of deification in the Christian tradition before Maximus 


The earlier Greek Fathers such as Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria and 
Origen certainly had a concept of deification, particularly linked with the 
idea of the divine image in man and of man's sonship with God in 


24 Cf. VON BALTHASAR, KL, p. 90. 

19 Classical studies аге Lot-Boropine, La doctrine de la déification dans l'Église 
grecque jusqu'au Xle siècle, RHR 105-106 (1932), pp. 5-43, 525-574 and 107 (1933), pp. 
8-35 and J. Gross, La divinisation du chrétien d'apres les Peres grecs, Paris 1938. A valuable 
later summary is DaLals, art. Divinisation: II. Patristique greeque, DSp 3, coll. 1376- 
1389. A recent survey, in many ways magnificent, is given in LARCHET, op. cit. with a special 
reference to Maximus. | 
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Christ, but it is not until Athanasius that a real theology of deification 
was developed. This theology can be said to have its starting-point in the 
famous dictum: “The Logos became man in order that we should become 
gods... "This statement— which we certainly ought to notice because 
it contains that aspect of reciprocity in Christ, which is the root of e.g. the 
tantum—quantum formula as we find it in Maximus—was worked out 
in two integrated ideas, both based on the Incarnation in Christ: 1) 
communication of knowledge about God through Christ's revelation and 
2) Christ's suffering to obtain immortality for men. The adoption of men 
into the divine sonship is further identified with deification in Athanasi- 
us, as it had been in the earlier tradition, though it is at the same time 
made clear that this kind of assimilation to God is never to be 
understood as identification. This divine filiation was the very purpose 
of the Incarnation. There is finally, of course, a strong stress on 
Baptism and on the Holy Spirit as the supreme agent of deification."? 
The Cappadocian Fathers in general follow Athanasius. Both Basil 
and Gregory Nazianzen give explicit expression to the idea of deification, 
though their attitude is restrictive because of possible misunderstand- 
ings.?! Some new perspectives were added by Gregory of Nyssa, who 
however was also rather restrictive. Thus Бе stressed strongly the 
distinction (ддотпио) which exists between man and God and also the 
difference between God's immutability and man's ever-moving charac- 
ter. By freely accepting this mutability Christ liberated man from 
death—an important aspect of deification from the very beginning. To 
the importance of Baptism, received by faith, he adds an understanding 
of the Eucharist as a unification of the deified flesh of Christ with ours.’ 
Thus deification is explicitly understood on the basis of the union of the 
Logos with the whole of man, through which human nature is deified 1n 


Him.?? 
This last mentioned elaboration of the idea shows that in its further 





326 For the importance of this idea in Irenaeus see e.g. A. GILG, Weg und Bedeutung der 
altkirchlichen Christologie, Munich 1955, p. 38 f.; for the different aspects of the idea in 
Origen, see CRouzeL, Théologie de l'image de Dieu, pp. 164 (the róle of grace), 230 ff. 
(participation in Christ through the virtues), 233 (deification of the mind) and 240 (the róle 
of love). 

31 De incarn. Verbi 54; PG 25, 192 B. 

әв Cf. DALMAIS, art. cit., col. 1381 and Сис, op. cit., p. 84 ff. 

29 Cf. BURGHARDT, The Image of God, p. 124 f. 

330 Cf, GILG, op. cit., p. 86. 

331 Cf. DALMAIJS, art. cit, col. 1382 f.; on Gregory Nazianzen, cf. also PLAGNIEUX, 
Grégoire de Nazianze, pp. 186 and 427. 

32 Cf, DALMAIS, art. cit., col. 1383. 

53 Cf. e.g. Gaita, La conception de la liberté, p. 150 f. 
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development it 15 deeply rooted in Christology. As a matter of fact. th 
later development of Christology favoured the acceptance of deifio А. Е 
as a permanent element in Christian doctrine. This may be Sen сета 
the case of Cyril of Alexandria, Юг whom deification is made e in 
through the double consubstantiality of Christ. Cyril also em: i pe 
that human nature is thus deified in principle in Christ by Rs ad 
Incarnation, and this deification is worked out in the case of qe 
individual through the gift of the Spirit. Cyril also sees resemblance n 
the divine primarily as a matter of sanctification on the basis of xis 
call to realize the divine likeness in himself, which leads to an NERA 
of the virtues in combination with a concept of ontological holine 
which characterizes his understanding of deification.?? к 

А new element was to some extent introduced by Ps.-Denis, in whose 
M. the word 6éco:s finally replaced беопотопв as the technical 
term. 2% Here we notice the influence of later Neo-Platonism. Otherwise 
Denis hardly goes beyond his predecessors. He stresses that deification is 
the aim of creation and sees it as realized in likeness and union with 
God.” It is a pure gift of divine grace,?? and is effected by means of 
Baptism and the Eucharist.?? Through the hierarchies man ascends to 
divine virtue. Ps.-Denis is thus in many ways as careful to avoid 
misunderstandings as are the Cappadocians.™! 


Maximus’ doctrine of deification—a summary of his theological anthropology 


Maximus’ understanding of deification depends to a great extent on Ша! 
of Ps.-Denis, as his use of the term 6éwais clearly shows, but he is also 


55 Cf. DALMAIS, art. cit., col. 1384. 
К Е BURGHARDT, ор. cit., p. 83. 
e term 6éwors had been used earlier, though not as the technical term. ' 
аге a number of examples of its use within the common speculation a 
t o Nazianzen, e.g. the following passages: Or. 25, 16; PG 35, 1221 B (on Christ's 
ЗЕН eres ue E NDS ri ae ee 36, 353 B (on the divinization of Christ’s 
“Or 21. 2: : relationship to con lation); Or : 
du 35, 1200 B (effected through the Pe and Poem p p Um 95 АЕ 
S rough charity). In later writers the term is frequently used. Such is the case with 
amus but we find it also e.g. in Ps.-Leontius of Byzantium, Adv. Nestor. 1, 18; PG 86 
Е 8 D (deification of human nature through Ше Incarnation) and Procopius of Gaza, 
cie а Prov. 18; PG 87, 1408 A (defication of creatures by grace) and 9; 1301 D (through 
ee ucharist). Reference can also be given to a late writer like Anastasius Sinaita, Viae dux 
; PG 89, 77 B (deification is not a change of nature but an elevation to what is better) and 
14; 244 C (effected through union with divine nature). 
537 See De eccles. hier. 1, 3; PG 3, 376 A. 
338 See ibid. 1, 4; 376 В. 
39 Ibid. 2. 2, 1; 393 A and 6. 3, 5.; 536 С. 
30 Ibid. 1, 2; 373 A. 
31 Cf. VOLKER, Kontemplation und Ekstase, p. 76 f. and DaLMals, art. cit., col. 1385 ff. 
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indebted to his other predecessors and to the general tradition which we 
have outlined. He strongly emphasizes that deification is effected entirely 
by the agency of divine grace, and that its means are the Church, the 
sacraments, еіс. But his main personal contribution lies in the way in 
which he combines the doctrines of Incarnation and deification by means 
of the tantum—quantum formula linked with the concepts of 
communicatio idiomatum and perichoresis.? And it is this fact which at 
the same time makes it possible to present his doctrine of deification as a 
summary of his whole theological anthropology.™ | о 

Thus Гог Maximus the doctrinal basis of man's deification 15 clearly to 
be found in the hypostatic unity between the divine and human nature in 
Christ. But this effect of the Incarnation—that human nature is deified 
in its hypostatic union with the divine in Christ—is in its turn based 
upon the purpose of God's creation, for He created man to become 
partaker of divine nature.” This participation of the divine nature 
however, is not effected on account of human nature. Consequently, it 
must be effected on account of the hypostatic union between human 
nature and the divine Logos. Thus Maximus points out very sharply, that 
if deification were according to human nature, then it would be nature 
which effected 1t, but now it is not so, since it 1s due to God's purpose and 
grace alone." Thus it is characteristic of deification, as Maximus 
understands it, that it is effected precisely under the conditions which are 
those of the hypostatic union in Christ, 1.e. in perfect coherence and yet 
without any change or violation of the natures. | | 

We analysed above, in connection with our statement of Maximus 
view of ecstasy, a passage in Amb 10 which we found to be of particular 
interest. It is of equal interest for his doctrine of deification, for it 
shows clearly how closely his thinking on deification is linked with his 
understanding of Chalcedonian Christology. It is Maximus’ conviction, 
that deification is not by human nature, although man is created in the 
image of God. Man’s relationship to his archetype, consequently, does 


32 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, pp. 72-81. ; РЕ 

33 SHERWOOD, іп ACW, р. 72, likewise notices the importance of Ше “anti-strophic 
arrangement" at this point. ще l l 

4 DALMAIS, art. E col. 1387, calls Maximus’ position the definite synthesis. For a 
later treatment of Maximus’ understanding of deification, see GARRIGUES, op. cit., pp. 
83-199. See also VOLKER, Maximus Confessor, pp. 471 -489 and particularly LARCHET, 0p. 
си., who confirms the central position of the doctrine of deification in the whole universe of 
Maximian theology. | 

33 See Ep 24; PG 91, 609 C with ref. to 2 Peter 1: 4 (an important Scripture passage in 
the Christian development of the idea of deification). 

36 See Amb 20; PG 91, 1237 АВ. 

‘47 СЕ p. 426 above. 
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not imply such a participation as would presuppose an ontological unity. 
God and man are exemplars one of another, Says Maximus. Their 
relationship thus lies in the field of imitation, of capacity for mutual 
adaptation of the modes of existence. 

This position makes it possible for Maximus to say, on the one hand, 
that there is no power inherent in human nature which is able to deify 
man,” and yet, on the other, that God becomes man insofar as man has 
deified himself —obviously on the basis that man has a natural desire to 
find his pleasure in God alone.” Using the tantum—quantum formula 
he expresses that mutual penetration and communication which is 
possible within a hypostatic union. 

Now it is clear, that this last statement is to be understood both in a 
general sense, and in relation to the individual. In the first case, he refers 
to the divine Incarnation in Jesus, where the formula simply indicates 
that divine embodiment and human deification necessarily take place at 
the same time. For as we recall, there is not even a угФит in Christ, at 
least according to Maximus' later understanding,?? and thus in Christ 
human nature is in principle united with the Logos—-and finding its 
hypostasis there—and related to this nature there is also a natural will, 
which wills to find its rest in God alone. But since there is no hesitation in 
the case of Christ, no weighing of alternatives, Maximus can say that God 
15 incarnate insofar as man has deified himself. In the second case— when 
the text is applied to the individual Christian —it must be understood in 
analogy with what we have just said. Man has no natural power to deify 
himself, but in Baptism he has been liberated so as to choose freely what 
15 good for him. And therefore, another incarnation takes place in the 
believer, an incarnation in his virtues—though they are still natural— 
which is realized as a revelatory movement of God towards man 5! Man 
exerts his virtuous activity and receives by grace reflections of the divine 
attributes in himself, since God and man are exemplars. Again the two 
movements are thought of as taking place at the same time. Man has 
deified himself through the gift of charity, while at the same time God’s 
divine attributes are made effective in him. 

But now we can also see immediately that what Maximus calls 
deification is not restricted to the highest ‘stage’ of spiritual perfection. 
Or better: since deification is being worked out already in the vita 

practica, and deification should be considered the highest form of 

%8 See ThPol 1; PG 91, 33 B. Cf. LARCHET, op. cit., p. 298 ff. 

* See Amb 10; PG 91, 1113 BC. Here one should notice the “analogical character of 
deification”, as this is pointed out by LARCHET, op. cit., pp. 342-345. 


50 СЕ ch. IV: B, 2; pp. 214 ff. above. 
5! Cf. ch. V: B, 5; p. 329 above. 
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perfection, there is obviously no fixed chronological order between the 
different elements in Maximus' scheme of spiritual perfection. Deifica- 
tion is as it were simply the other side of Incarnation—i.e. incarnation 
both in Jesus and in the individual—and thus it takes place wherever this 
incarnation takes place, i.e. whenever the Divine can be said to 'pene- 
trate’ into the human in virtue of the exchange of attributes which comes 
about through the hypostatic union. 

This position of Maximus is most clearly expressed in one of his early 
writings, when he says, using a somewhat daring formulation: “In fact, 
the most perfect work of charity and the end of its activity is to allow, 
through a reciprocal attribution (i.e. communicatio), the individual 
characteristics (idiomata) of those who are bound together by it, as well 
as their names, to become mutually useful, so that man is made god and 
God is called and appears as man...”.*” In the whole context of 
Maximus’ writings it is obvious that this “communication” is strictly to 
be understood, not as a mixture of the natures, nor of their wills, but as a 
co-ordination of human and divine activities, which preserves the 
characteristics of each of them, but allows for a revelation of God in 
human categories (through the reflection of His attributes), and for man's 
relationship to God in future “ever-being” thanks to the same qualities, 
to be summed up in the divine gift of love. 

We could say the same about “natural contemplation”. It is effected 
through a process in which the mind is brought to a nakedness and a 
unified understanding which reflects the divine simplicity? There again 
by grace man is given identity and simplicity from God. Together with 
the immortality of the body and the immutability of the soul, this 
simplicity is the final gift which deification implies. That this is granted 
to man, however, will be finally revealed and realized only after death— 
in the life hereafter which is given to man through Christ as an 
“ever-well-being”’.°* 

52 Ep 2; PG 91, 401 В. 

553 See Myst 5; PG 91, 680 AB. 

54 Cf. SHERWOOD, in ACW, p. 72 and Datmals, art. cit, col. 1388. For a recent 


treatment of the concept of “еуег-тпоуіпр rest”, see FARRELL, op. cit., p. 148 ff. (where the 
author criticizes my contention in Man and the Cosmos, p. 145). 


Conclusions 


We are at the end of our presentation of Maximus' understanding of the 
position and function of man. And the circle is closed. We started with 
Maximus' Christology as the basis of all his theology, and we have 
returned to it in our last section, to find that his doctrine of deification 
almost coincides with his doctrine of Christ. Christ the Creator Logos 
and Christ the Mediator is the centre of his vision of man the microcosm 
in his relationship to God and the whole created world. 

This fact is, of course, of outstanding importance for the historical 
evaluation of Maximus' own contribution to the development of Chris- 
tian thinking. It is not his philosophical presuppositions, nor his positive 
or controversial relationship to any of his predecessors or to other 
streams of Christian thinking as such, which constitutes the most 
relevant element of his theology. It is rather his visionary understanding 
of the Person of Christ which is most important, not only for himself but 
also for the evaluation of his róle. The hypostatic relationship between 
human and divine in Christ, as he understands it in his personal 
faithfulness to both Chalcedon and Constantinople, is alone able to 
manifest and safeguard the purpose for which man was created, deifica- 
tion, while preserving man himself unchanged in his natural make-up. It 
alone establishes man in an unchangeable union with God forever, if 
only he is willing, by divine grace, to receive the deifying powers as 
effective within himself. 

From this point of view, however, it would be entirely misleading to 
ask the question, which of these elements is most important to Maximus. 
He is not more interested in the aspect of unification, in the fact that in 
Christ the whole creation is held together in one immutable Logos and 
man is led to union with God forever, than in the fact that the 
differentiated purposes of the created species and natures are thereby 
fulfilled, or that the different elements of man's make-up are preserved 
and restored to their right function. Both are of equal importance, since 
they are merely two aspects of the same fact, and these aspects condition 
each other. Nature and grace are not in opposition to each other, for 
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when human nature is truly developed, it 1s open to divine grace which 
establishes that relation to God, for which human nature was created. 

Sherwood once presented an analysis of the history and contempo- 
rary state of research on Maximus.! He distinguished between three 
different approaches to Maximus: one from the point of view of his 
spirituality, as seen in the wider context of a common tradition (Viller 
and Hausherr), one from the point of view of Maximus as a locus 
classicus of Byzantine tradition, being both different from, and positively 
related to, the Latin Western tradition (Sherwood himself), and one from 
the point of view of Maximus' general theological attitude as a pattern 
for modern theology in its relationship to the general thinking of our time 
(von Balthasar)? With all its generalizations this presentation is still very 
stimulating. But it leads its author to a further question, which 15 almost 
identical with that which we have constantly discussed: what 15 the real 
centre of Maximus' theology? 

Here Sherwood notices an important difference between von 
Balthasar on the one hand and von Ivánka, and possibly Sherwood 
himself, on the other. For von Balthasar the Christological formula of 
Chalcedon is the key to Maximus' synthesis, even to his understanding of 
the world structure. For von Ivánka the context is wider than the 
dogmatic problem or the controversies with the Monophysites and 
Monothelites.? The key idea of Maximus is the idea of “ultimate union of 
all creatures in the Incarnate Word". For this reason both von Ivanka and 
Sherwood himself regard Maximus' relationship to Origenism as of 
primary importance. However, von Balthasar's view fits into the wider 
context of von Ivánka.* 

Our thesis has to a great extent treated precisely the same problems as 
are indicated in relation to the above-mentioned scholars. Are we then in 
the position to throw any light on the question which Sherwood presents 
in his searching article? The answer cannot but be affirmative. We took 
our point of departure in Maximus' faithfulness to the councils of 
Chalcedon and Constantinople, and throughout our study we have found 
that the Christological insights of these two councils are relevant to 

! SHERWOOD, Survey of Recent Work on St. Maximus the Confessor, Traditio 20 (1964), 
pp. 428-437. Cf. my own extended introduction above. 

? SHERWOOD, art. cit., pp. 432-435. 

3 See von Ivánka, Der philosophische Ertrag der Auseinandersetzung Maximos des 
Bekenners mit dem Origenismus, JOBG 7 (1958), pp. 23-32. Cf. also IDEM, Einleitung, in 
MAXIMOS DER BEKENNER, All-eins in Christus, p. 6 f. It would seem unfair, however, to 
suggest that von Balthasar restricts his interest to those points of dogma, which Sherwood 


mentions here. 
4 SHERWOOD, art. cit., p. 434. 
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Maximus, not only in his cosmology but also in all his anthropological 
considerations. At this point we agree with von Balthasar that the basic 
vision of Maximus is formed by these insights. But we have gone a little 
further and tried to establish the conclusion, that Maximus’ Christology 
implies that the Chalcedonian juxtaposition of the two principles of 
unity and distinction is finally overcome in the conviction, held by 
Maximus, that each of them is fully relized only when the other is equally 
realized. And this conviction allows for Maximus’ understanding of 
perichoresis. 

This fact, however, leads us to the further conclusion that the idea of 
von Balthasar—which is virtually an idea of unity in diversity—does 
not necessarily fit into the wider context of von Ivanka—the idea that 
Maximus accepts diversification in creation as something good only with 
a view to its full realization in a final unity. For these two aspects are 
reciprocal and condition each other. Diversified created natures, and 
human ‘synthetic’ nature, find their fulfilment in unity with God through 
Christ, not in spite of their diversity, but as the true manifestation of it. 
And this unity implies at the same time a continuing incarnation of the 
Logos in diversified creation. The movements of contraction and expan- 
sion go together. Von Balthasar has seen this most clearly. He has 
demonstrated it mostly in the field of cosmology. We have tried to do the 
same in the field of Maximus’ general anthropology, psychology and 
doctrine of sanctification and deification. Von Ivanka and Sherwood are 
right in regarding the union of human and divine natures in the incarnate 
Logos as the key to Maximus’ vision, and as the divine intent which he 
claims to have discovered through the mystery of Christ,’ but precisely 
for this reason von Balthasar is also right in stressing the proper balance 
of unity and diversity. Later research has not altered that basic insight. 

Finally, we have seen in this study that such a balance is relevant even 
in relation to the highest forms of spiritual development. Maximus’ 
doctrine of the Trinity preserves it within the realm of negative theology, 
and his understanding of ecstasy and mystical union maintains it 
through its insistance on the gulf which remains between God and the 
whole creation on the ontological level, as well as its reference to the 
co-operation between natural desire and divine love in the field of moral 
and mystical communion with God. Sherwood refers at the end of his 
article to a key problem, which had not been sufficiently treated so far: 
the concept of “participation” in Maximus and his predecessors.* On the 


> Cf. ibid., p. 435. 
$ See ibid., p. 435 f.—This requirement was hardly sufficiently met in the conclusive 
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basis of what we have now said, we are indeed prepared to agree with him 
about the importance of this problem and the need for further studies 
related to it. The closest effort to meet this requirement is probably 
attempted in Larchet's recent study on deification, but still a lot is to be 
done. 

monograph on Maximus by VOLKER, Maximus Confessor als Meister des Geistlichen 


Lebens, Wiesbaden 1965, which appeared during the printing process of the first edition of 
this book (cf. p. 16 above). 
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